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UNDOCUMENTED MIGRATION TO THE UNITED STATES: 
A NEW PERSPECTIVE 
The history of economic development has demonstrated eloquently 
that developed countries, after a certain stage, begin to encounter 
manpower problems. The scarcity of manpower to work in occupations 
at the base of the labor pyramid deprives such countries of flexi-
bility in their growth process. In every case, upon reaching this 
point--which for Germany and Switzerland, for example, was during 
the decade of the 70's--countries have resorted to the importation 
of labor either through formal programs, as in the case of the 
European countries, or simply by allowing in one way or another the 
influx of illegal workers, as in the United States. From a purely 
economic point of view, immigration to a country leads to a per capita 
income increase across the board rather than simply an increase for 
the owners of capital, landowners, and groups that do not compete for 
manpower. 
In a static model of development, the addition of one factor of 
production elevates the productivity of complementary factors and 
reduces that of substitutes. Immigrant manpower that is not compet-
itive vis-a-vis local labor will lead to wage increases for the native 
work force; immigrant labor that is competitive, however, will lead 
to a reduction in the wages of local workers. 
During the growth phase of an economy, the presence of an adequate 
labor force produces increased profits, savings and investment, which 
in turn lead to per capita wage and income increments for all factors 
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of production, including local workers who might be in competition 
with i mmigrants. Melvin W. Reder has found that in the case of the 
United States, international migration was conducive to increased 
wages for the native popu1ation. 1 
Several examples exist to demonstrate the effects of importing 
as opposed to not importing manpower. Great Britain has experienced 
a relatively low growth rate with a limited labor force and, conse-
quently, high wages; this situation has led to a loss of international 
competitiveness. As a result, the country has been faced with serious 
economic crises, at leas t unt il the discovery of petroleum in the 
North Sea. West Germany , on the other hand, because it ;~re1ied on 
imported manpower, had additional time to strengthen the base of the 
labor pyramid and was able to evolve from a stage of capital expansion 
to one of capital deepening . It should also be noted that in Ger many 
labor unions were considered moderate, endowed as it were with a 
"vision of the future." 
The purpose of this di scussion is not to analyze production growth 
rates and the concomitant role of foreign manpower, but simply to 
point out that immigrant labor has apparently played a very important 
role historically in the economies of host countries. 2 It should also 
be mentioned that all of the "guest worker" programs in Europe have 
faced problems of a social nature, among which the question of the 
preservation of national identity figures prominently. 
For developing countries, labor emigration represents obvious 
advantages: labor becomes more skilled and the earnings remitted 
to the home country constitute a supplement to national income. For 
the individual laborer, however, emigration has serious social 
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consequences: confrontation with a system that, while it receives 
and utilizes the worker, does not grant him official recognition and 
soon deports him, and a nebulous immigration policy that decides in 
a subjective and prejudicial fashion who shall be deported and when. 
Nonetheless, the discussion of the positive and negative impli-
cations of immigrant labor as it applies specifically to Mexico and 
the United States has been conducted in a vacuum. Up to now, very 
few people have attempted to study the true regional and national 
impact of this type of migration. Most of the literature on the 
subject , which is considerable, deals with the problem in the same 
way that one would discuss a movie without ever having seen it. In 
the following pages, therefore, concrete data will be presented that 
will aid in identifying more precisely the issues involved. 
In the past, United States policies concerning this phenomenon 
have been based on erroneous information. For its part, Mexico has 
adopted until now a "non-policy" because the impact of this type of 
migration has been largely unknown and also because the constitution 
guarantees the free movement of all citizens. The aggressiveness, 
threats of deportation, and complaints by United States authorities 
have been unilateral, and--as mentioned previously--have been based 
on inaccurate information and have been contrary to basic precepts 
of human rights. 
Undocumented migration from Mexico (the country thought to 
contribute the majority of illegal immigrants found in the United 
States) has been blamed for much of the unemployment that exists in 
the United States, especially among young people. Mexican workers 
have received the same treatment meted out to German, Chinese, 
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Japanese , Irish , Italian and Portuguese migrants, with the added 
complicat i on that the Mexicans constitute a migrant group that is 
largely illegal. Indeed, it is quite possible that a large portion of 
the illegal immigration that arrives in the United States does originate 
in Mexico , but it is likewise true that almost all of the estimates 
that have been made concerning the size of this migration lack credi-
bility because they have been based on numbers of illegal workers 
apprehended and contain crucial biases that render them largely 
invalid . Because of the special circumstances inherent in the phenom-
enon, it is virtually impos sible to measure accurately undocumented 
migration. Nevertheless , a large part of what is discussed in the 
literature on the subject centers on the number of illegal workers 
found in the United States and their place of origin. It is taken 
for granted that between four and twelve million undocumented workers 
live in the United States, and that five million of these are Mexican 
("the silent invasion"). In order for these figures to be valid, how-
ever, one would also have to make the following assumptions : 
1. If this were a reliable count, the number of undocumented 
Mexican workers in the United States would be approximately 
equal to the total number of male black workers and other 
male members of minority groups now residing in the country 
(5.7 million in 1975).3 This would imply that one would be 
as likely to encounter on the street an undocumented Mexican 
worker as he would a black laborer, and that he would be 
much more likely to come upon a foreign illega l worker of 
any nationality than he would a black. This is difficult 
to believe , for no one seems to notice undocumented worker s 
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except durfn~ periods of pronounced unemplo~ent . 
2. If it were true that five million illegal workers were 
employed in the United States, it would mean that from 20 
to 25 percent of the entire Mexican work force between the 
ages of 15 and 59 would be working in that country (or 
approximately 50 percent of the total male work force be-
tween those ages). Furthermore, if one accepts the estimates 
that are usually made of the amounts of monies that illegal 
workers remit to Mexico (it has been stated that this amounted 
to more than 3,000 million dollars in 1975),4 one would also 
have to accept the fact that these remittances would have as 
significant an impact on the Mexican economy as do the country's 
total exports of goods, which in 1975 amounted to exactly 
3,000 million dollars. 5 
The magnitude of illegal Mexican migration to the United States 
is generally believed to be attributable to the large demand for un-
skilled labor that exists in the United States labor market's secondary 
sector and also to the enormous differences between United States 
wages and those of Mexico. But what is not understood is that the 
majority of the poor of Mexico do not emigrate to the United States 
and that the poorest Mexicans migrate to urban centers within Mexico 
rather than to the United States. 
In the following pages an attempt will be made to demonstrate 
that the number of undocumented workers residing in the United States 
is greatly exaggerated, as are the amounts of monies they are reputed 
to remit to their home country. In another study it has been argued 
that the fact that not all workers emigrate to the United States does 
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not necessarily imply irrationality on their part, but simply proves 
tha t migration is something more complicated than the simple computation 
of differences in pay scales and the probability of finding employment. 6 
Almost all that is known about illegal migrants is based on arrest 
statistics (see Table 1). In 1972, Commissioner R. F. Farrell of the 
United States Immigration and Naturalization Service calculated that 
the number of illegal workers in the United States was approximately 
7 1,018,000. The estimate was considered conservative by the Sub-
committee on Immigration, which argued that if one million illegal 
aliens had been deported in 19 54 as a res ult of Operation Wetback, the 
number had to be much higher in 1972. Consequently , the Subcommittee 
raised the estimate to between one and two million workers. Both 
estimates were based on the assumption that a fixed relationship 
existed between detained foreigners and those who had not been detained. 
Later, Commissioner Chapman estimated that in 1975, between four and 
twelve million undocumented aliens lived in the United States. 8 
A more intriguing estimate--though surely as spurious as the 
others--is the one advanced by Lesko and Associates in 1975, which 
was based on the assertions made by Howard Goldberg of Georgetown 
University at a seminar on immigration. Goldberg studied the 1960 
census and, using life expectancy tables broken down ac cording to 
age and sex, projected the total population of the United States for 
1970. This projection was then compared to the actual census for that 
year, the number of legal Mex ican immigrants residing in the United 
States was subtracted , and a discrepancy of 1,597,000 persons was 
found. Based on this figure , an estimate was made of the number of 
illegal Mexican workers in the United States. Fina lly , assuming a 
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TABLE 1 
DEPORTABLE ALIENS 
YEAR 'KNm.m KNOWN - DEPORTABLE MEXICANS 
DEPORTABLE ALIENS DEPORTABLE MEXICANS AS PERCENTAGE 
OF TOTAL 
1961 88,823 29,817 33.57 
1962 92,758 30,272 32.64 
1963 88,712 39,124 44.10 
1964 86,597 43,844 50.63 
1965 110,371 55,349 50.15 
1966 l38,520 89,751 64.79 
1967 161,608 108,327 67.03 
1968 212,057 151,705 71.54 
1969 283,557 201,636 71.11 
1970 345,353 277,377 80.32 
1971 420,126 348,178 82.87 
1972 505,949 430,2l3 85.03 
1973 655,968 576,823 87.93 
1974 788,145 709,959 90.08 
1975 766,600 680,392 88.75 
1976 875,915 781,474 89.22 
Source: For 1960-75: Annual Reports of the United States Immigration and 
Naturalization Service, Table 27B, "Deportable Aliens 
Located by Status at Entry and Nationality." 
For 1976: Ibid., Table 30. 
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totally arbitrary relationship between legal and illegal Mexican 
workers, it was concluded that in 1975, there were 5,200,000 un-
documented Mexican laborers in the United States. 
The estimated total number of illegal aliens was eventually 
raised to 8,180,000. This figure, calculated through the Delphi 
System, reflected the collective opinion of the six persons who 
participated in the seminar. Estimates by participants were based 
entirely on personal opinion; no concrete evidence of any type was 
presented. The various estimates proposed differed one from the other 
by four to twelve million . The unreliability of such "estimates" and 
the criticisms that might be leveled against them are obvious. A 
limited number of individuals participated on the panel and those most 
knowledgeable about the phenomenon (for example, Immigration and 
Naturalization Service employees) were excluded. Supporting factual 
data were nonexistent and the number of questions posed was inade-
quate. In short, what was involved was a defective application of 
the Delphi System, with the result that the study elicited widespread 
.. i 9 crltlc sm. Furthermore, the base (that is, the estimate of illegal 
Mexican workers) from which critical data were derived was also 
objectionable from several points of view , ranging from the method of 
census projections utilizing life expectancy tables, to the fact that 
10 the population was greatly underestimated in the census of 1970, 
considerations that cast even greater doubt on the accuracy of the 
calculation. 
In addition to the studies mentioned, several other attempts have 
been made to measure the influx of illegal aliens, only one of which 
merits special attention. . 11 C1arise Lancaster and Federlck J. Scheuren 
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applied a capture-recapture technique to a population sample that at 
the outset included illegal aliens (who obviously did not identify 
themselves as such). The authors then made an independent estimate--
that is, a population recount--that excluded illegal aliens and that 
was compared to Internal Revenue Service personal income tax records 
as well as to earnings and profit data of the Social Security Administra-
tion, from which was derived the base sample (Exact Match Study Data). 
According to these authors' computations, the number of illegal aliens 
in the United States in 1973 ranged from 2.9 to 5.7 million, from which 
the authors concluded that probably some 4 million illegal aliens--of 
all nationalities--resided in the United States in that year. This 
study, though obviously the best and the only accurate one from a 
statistical point of view, has not been as widely publicized as those 
based on arrest statistics. 
Statistics derived from arrest records, though eloquent in them-
selves, suffer from serious deficiencies. The first obvious error--
and this implies an interpretive bias concerning the relative impor-
tance of Mexican workers within the total context--emanates from the 
fact that the Immigration and Naturalization Service has stubbornly 
concentrated most of its resources on the border area of the south-
western United States, a strategy that is considered to be the most 
ff "f f" 1 " f" 12 e ectlve rom a lsca pOlnt 0 Vlew. What this means is that the 
greatest number of illegal aliens per Immigration and Naturalization 
Service tax dollar are apprehended in that area. But other problems 
stemming from this approach are also evident. From a purely statis-
tical point of view, it would be inaccurate to assume from the data 
presented that the majority of illegal aliens are male and Mexican 
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(though they have been characterized as such), nor could it be asserted 
that the totality of undocumented foreigners are similar in any way 
to detained Mexican aliens. It is furthermore erroneous to state that 
arrested undocumented Mexican workers are representative of those that 
escape arrest, as will be shown later. 
An interesting problem, and one that is relevant to this discussion, 
is presented in a recent, still unpublished study conducted by the 
National Information Center on Labor Statistics (CENIET).13 The study 
contends that although a sampling of illegal Mexican workers was 
taken a t a l l deportation points , the total was much lower than t hat 
reported by the Immigration and Naturalization Service. While Immi-
gration and Naturalization deportation statistics for 1978 show a 
total of 1,058,000 detained undocumented workers, of which 90 percent 
was··Mexican (950,200), the CENIET sample shows a total of only 325,000. 14 
Such glaring discrepancies point to a need for a new evaluation of the 
"silent invasion" problem. 
EVIDENCE OF INCOME REMITTANCES: 
GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION AND ITS IMPORTANCE 
As was stated previously~ in almost every case~ transient 
migratory workers regularly send money back to their families , It 
has been possible to confirm that, though precise amounts are difficult 
to determine~ re111ittance amounts range from 80 to 400 dollars monthly. 
In another study this author found that migrant workers remit 
funds to their home country via cashier's checks and postal money 
d b "f ' d "I 15 or ers sent y certl le mal . In the sample studied, it was 
discovered that 88 percent of migrant workers preferred cashier's 
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checks because they can be purchased easily, oftentimes in super-
markets. Postal money orders, used in only 6 percent of the cases, 
were less attractive because they had to be purchased at the post 
office where the possibility of being discovered by government author-
ities was greater. 
Documented workers, on the other hand, sent either small quantities 
of money or sent nothing at all because generally they tended to live 
in the United States with their own families. ,{hen they did send 
money, they were inclined to use personal checks forwarded by certified 
mail since mo s t documented worker s had per sona l checking accounts in 
commercial banks. The use of the personal check was less expensive 
and could be cashed in Mexico with the same facility as a cashier's 
16 
check. A further attraction of this method was that cancelled 
checks were returned each month along with bank statements. 
It was decided that the most accurate procedure for determining 
the impact of funds remitted on the Mexican economy, establishing the 
origin of remittances, and pinpointing the sites where the illegal 
migrants resided, was to trace the route of incoming monies. The only 
difficulty was that no official record of such funds existed. All 
checks, together with other financial documents (traveler's checks, 
United States Treasury checks, etc.), are recorded in Mexico simply 
as cash received. Since monetary controls do not exist in Mexico, 
banks are under no legal obligation to report checks received. Conse-
quent1y, no record of funds remitted is maintained, nor do such monies 
necessarily appear in balance of payments statistics, 
The Mexican banks that receive these checks return them immediately 
to a branch bank in the United States where, in turn, they are sent to 
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payments departments. All monetary transactions are recorded on 
microfilm in order to guard against claims that might later arise. 
This study is based on material obtained from four commercial 
banks whose names, for reasons of confidentiality, will remain 
anonymous. Initially, a sample of the transactions recorded on a 
specific day was taken at each of the four banks. vfuen comparisons 
were made, it was revealed that the transactions were very similar. 
A one-year analysis of transactions was done at a single bank which shall 
be called Bank X. Bank X was selected because it was the only one of 
the four banks studied whose entire operations were centralized in Mexico 
City. Since the other banks either did not have centralized operations 
or were state banks, a survey of records at these institutions would have 
rendered a nationwide representative sample difficult to obtain. Initially, 
the sampling was based on transactions during a single day of the week 
selected totally at random. Later, due to budget and time constraints, the 
sample was reduced to one working day per month for the year 1975. 
The sample of the total amount of funds remitted was prorated for 
the number of working days in which banking institutions were open 
to the public; thus, an estimate of monthly and annual remittances 
was reached. In order to arrive at an estimate of total monies remitted 
nationwide, it was assumed that exchange receipts perceived by all 
banks in each of their state branches or in central offices were repre-
sentative generally of receipts derived from remittances by Mexican 
nationals in the United States. The proportion of total (passive) 
exchange receipts corredponding to each state bank was obtained by 
using unpublished data from the bank of Mexico. Thus, the total nation-
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wide est i mate of monies remitted was established . 
Several interesting dimensions are inherent in this study. Above 
all, this was the first serious attempt to establish the true ex tent 
of the problem of illegal aliens in the United States by means of a 
procedure that is not based on numbers of detained foreigners and, as 
such, does not present biases stemming from the origin or destination 
of these laborers. Obviously, the sample technique here described 
does not involve solely the so-called "entrants without inspection" 
(EWI ' s).17 Rather, the method employed permits a precise determination 
of geographic distribution--in Mexico as well as in the United States--
of that multitude of workers who live in a kind of Hlimbo" within the 
North American labor market . It also provides information on the 
number of persons part i cipating in the labor flow, the importance of 
the funds sent back to the home country, and the states and cities 
affected by the phenomenon. In addition , data on cities of origin and 
of final destination provide insights into the impact of ur ban 
migration. 
The study was conducted in the following manner . A classification 
was made of all checks recorded in Account Number 1110 of the General 
Catalogue of Accounts for Credit Institutions and Unions , in which ar e 
registered most of the money orders received anywhere in Mex ico. 18 The 
information obtained from the checks was broken down in the following 
way: 
a) Type of check . 
b) State and city where the check was issued. 
c) Amount of check . 
d) Name of person signi ng the check . 
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i) Name of company. 
ii) Spanish surname. 
iii) Foreign surname. 
e) Receipient of the funds. 
i) Name of company. 
ii) Spanish surname. 
iii) Foreign surname. 
Postal money orders could be classified only in terms of their desti-
nation since these documents are the same throughout the United States. 
Account 2204 of the same Catlogue contained money orders issued 
by banks with United States branches. These checks were not used in 
the sample, however, since on a month-to-month basis their total value 
was negligible. 
The analysis focused on certified checks and postal money orders 
sent and received by persons with Spanish surnames on the rationale 
that these transactions represented money sent home by undocumented 
workers in the United States (based on the results of the field study 
mentioned earlier). It can be assumed with certainty that only illegal 
Mexican aliens in general could possible have any motive for sending 
certified checks to Mexico. On the other hand, certified checks and 
postal money orders sent to or by business organizations and foreigners 
were recorded in the Catalogue in a different classification. 
Manuel Gamio pointed out in 1930 that "permanent residents who have 
their families and their interests with them rarely send money home.,,19 
Furthermore, research carried out for the present study also revealed 
that when documented workers sent money to their home country, they 
sent it in the form of personal checks. Although undocumented workers 
15 
. . d h f f 1 d d .. . f ' 20 sometlmes carrle cas, ear 0 oss ren ere amounts lnslgnl lcant. 
Thefts i n the Mexican mails can provide additional evidence for the use 
of certified checks by migrants since frequently it is the migrants 
themselves who file claims for checks that had been sent to families 
f h U · d S b h d h' d . . 21 rom t e nlte tates ut never reac e t elr estlnatlon. 
Thus, a broader and less biased appreciation of geographic 
distribution and numbers of Mexican workers in the United States can 
be obtained by using certified checks as a research tool. They can 
also serve to determine migration zones in Mexico and to establish 
their relativ e weight. 
REGIONAL SOURCES: NEW AND OLD FI11DINGS 
Table 2 demonstrates in absolute terms that the majority of 
certified checks was sent to the state of Guanajuato (35.4 percent), 
followed by Zacatecas (16.3 percent), the Federal District (11.6 percent), 
the state of Mexico (9.1 percent), Durango (3.5 percent), and San Luis 
Potosi (3.2 percent). These states, with the exception of the Federal 
District and the state of Mexico (that is, the major part of the 
metropolitan district of Mexico City), have a long tradition of migra-
tion to the United States. 
In his ex cellent study of 1930, Gamio found that 60 percent of all 
Mexican migrants entering the United States came from the states of 
Michoacan, Guanajuato, Ja1isco and Nuevo Leon. Samora's s tudy of 1969 
concluded that 37.5 percent of a sample of 493 arrested Mexican workers 
~ 22 
came from the above-mentioned states and from San Luis PotoSl. In a 
study conducted by North and Houstoun, 38.2 percent of another group 
23 
of detained Mexican workers originated in the same states. 
Samora, among other scholars, has pointed out that the regions in 
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TABLE 2 
TOTAL REMITTANCES BY UNDOCUMENTED MEXICAN WORKERS, 1975 
(DOLLARS) 
STATE TOTAL PER CAPITA PERCENT 
AMOUNT REMITTANCES * OF TOTAL 
TOTAL 317 ~ 559,988.00 5.6 
Aguasca1ientes 2,923,375.00 7.2 .92 
Baja California 22 , 898.90 .02 .01 
Campeche 1,808~793.75 6.11 .57 
Coahuila 346,500.00 0.3 . 11 
Colima 257,419.35 0.9 .08 
Chiapas 7,031,907.94 3.8 2.21 
Chihuahua 3,725,686.14 1.9 1.17 
Distrito Federal 36 , 944, 255 .00 4.5 11.63 
Durango 11 , 342 ,037 . 03 7 10.3 3.57 
Guanajuato 112,617,612.90 41.1 35.46 
Guer rero 10,204,365.18 5.3 3.21 
Hidalgo 1,663,606.50 1.2 .52 
Ja1isco 6,657,9l3.37 1.7 2.10 
Mexico 28,965,057.89 6.1 9.12 
Michoacan 9,824,992.37 3.5 3.09 
More1os 3,234,829.97 4.2 1.02 
Nayarit 1,387,312.50 2.1 .44 
Nuevo Leon 1,181,787.27 0.6 .37 
Oaxaca 1,871,881. 95 0.8 .59 
Pueb1a 2,383,640.l3 0.8 .75 
Queretaro 3~ 288, 745.45 5.5 1.04 
Quintana Roo 66,366.41 0.5 .02 
San Luis Potosi 10,237,211. 04 6.8 3.22 
Sinaloa 101,040.10 0.1 .03 
Tabasco 79,011.04 0.1 .02 
Tama1uipas 2,572,574.80 1.5 .81 
T1axca1a 116,285.10 0.2 .04 
Veracruz 1,472,891. 66 0.3 .46 
Yucatan 3, 542, 833.33 4 . 2 1.12 
Zacatecas 51, 687,155.93 48.9 16.28 
*1975 Population figures extracted from Estadisticas de 1a economia mexicana. 
Mexico, D.F.: Naciona1 Financiera, S.A., 1977, Table 1.5, p.10. 
Source: Juan Diez-Canedo, "A New View of Mexican Migration to the United 
States." Unpublished dissertation, M. 1. T., 1980, p. 35. 
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Hexico giving rise to illegal m;tgrants have progress-;tve1y expanded . 
This conclusion has been borne out by material gathered in the present 
author's own research (see Appendix). The studies mentioned-~with the 
exception of that of Gamio--ref1ect one of the predominant biases 
already discussed. Tables 3 and 4 reveal that 42 percent of the monies 
remitted to Ja1isco originate in the boarder states of California and 
~ 
Texas, while Hichoacan: ' received 49 percent and Guanajuato and Nuevo Le6n 
received 45 percent from the same states. Since border patrols are more 
heavily concentrated in California and Texas, both EWI's and migratory 
farm wor kers who were captur ed i nevitably came from these states. Not 
surprisingly , therefore, the migrants studied in the above-mentioned 
works had in common these characteristics and revealed California and 
Texas to be their final destinations. 
The Federal District and a sizable portion of the state of Hexico 
constitute the metropolitan area of the capital city-.. Less than 30 
percent of the workers coming from this area go to the border states 
(assuming a fixed relationship between remissions of funds and origin 
of migrants), while approximately 40 percent of the workers from this 
region end up in Illinois and New Xork. The fact that significant 
numbers of illegal Mexican aliens from certain areas do not go to the 
border states to seek employment explains why they are underreported 
On the other hand, the historical trend toward greater concentrations 
of Mexican agricultural labor in certain regions may explain why so much 
inordinate attention has been paid to Mexican farm workers in the United 
States. Judging from the studies cited previously, an overrepresenta-
tion of migrant farm workers in some areas, based exclusively on 
detentions reported by the Immigration and Naturalization Service, has 
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TABLE 3 
REMITTANCES BY MEXICAN STATE (DESTINATION), BANK X, 1975 
(DOLLARS) 
STATE TOTAL AVERAGE PERCENT 
A..1'10UNT BELOW 500 
Aguasca1ientes 350,805 106 99 
Baja California Norte 4~305 68 100 
Campeche 1,011,518 1 338 86 
Chihuahua 618,464 167 98 
Chiapas 1,504,824 824 93 
Coahuila 52,668 61 100 
Colima 31,920 95 100 
Distrito Federal 11,479,600 212 96 
Durango 1,224,941 128 99 
Guanajuato 10,464,513 135 98 
Guerrero 1,611,450 139 98 
Hidalgo 204,624 135 100 
Ja1isco 1,129,848 85 98 
Estado de Mexico 550,336 125 99 
Michoacan 2,318,698 124 99 
More1os 1,090,138 140 98 
Nayarit 621,516 82 100 
Neuvo Leon 334,446 106 99 
Oaxaca 1,015,592 264 97 
Pueb1a 696,590 112 97 
Quintana Roo 8,694 52 100 
Queretaro 180,881 144 95 
Sinaloa 12,222 73 100 
San Luis Potosi 1,852,935 112 99 
Tabasco 28,602 65 100 
Tamau1ipas 396,339 131 99 
T1axca1a 38,258 228 88 
Veracruz 1,253,329 216 98 
Yucatan 594,568 113 100 
Zacatecas 3,044,775 120 99 
000 0 (a) 174,531 109 99 
Total 43,897,472 151 98 
(a) 0000: Money ord er s , origin unknown (see Appendix I) 
Source: Juan Diez-Canedo, "A New View of Hexican Migration to the 
United States." Unpublished dissertation, M.LT., 1980, p. 37. 
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TABLE 4 
REMITTANCES BY STATE IN THE UNITED STATES 
(ORIGIN), BANK X, 1975 
(DOLLARS) 
STATE TOTAL AVERAGE PERCENT 
AMOUNT BELOW 500 
Alabama 16,527 98.4 100 
Arizona 304,945.2 175.0 95 
Arkansas 274,785 1 635.6 88 
California 11,666,342 134.7 99 
Colorado 1,383,947.6 102.0 99 
Connecticut 891,699.1 89.6 100 
Delaware 4,200 100.0 100 
Florida 923,811.4 637.6 91 
Georgia 15,372 146.4 100 
Hawaii 6,762 161.0 100 
Idaho 204,724.2 221.6 91 
Illinois 8,165,167.2 193.0 96 
Indiana 179,340.8 258.8 91 
Iowa 38,894.3 102.9 95 
Kansas 141,162 129.3 98 
Kentucky 61,918.5 491.4 83 
Louisiana 68,851. 9 364.3 78 
Maryland 7,600.7 72.4 100 
Massachusetts 16,485 87.2 100 
Michigan 98,574 142.2 94 
Minnesota 2,012,209.7 85.9 100 
Mississippi 4,200 200.0 100 
Missouri 574,185.1 976.5 93 
l10ntana 8,009.6 63.6 100 
North Carolina 27,300.0 260.0 80 
Nebraska 17,850 212.5 100 
Nevada 17,631.6 52.5 100 
New Jersey 138,989.5 147.1 95 
New Mexico 46~536 123.1 94 
New York 3,550,061.7 347.8 92 
Ohio 164,808 356.7 73 
Oklahoma 63, 711. 3 233.4 92 
Oregon 95,490.6 108.3 100 
Pennsylvania 257,966.5 178.0 96 
Rhode Island 7,511.3 178.8 100 
Tennessee 6,804 81.0 100 
Texas 3,922,051.1 208.9 97 
Utah 65, 541. 0 240.1 85 
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TABLE 4 (continued) 
STArE TOTAL AVERAGE PERCENT 
AMOUNT BELOW 500 
Vermont 4,304.6 51.2 100 
Virginia 36,708.0 134.5 100 
Washington 242,362 160.3 94 
Wisconsin 569,866.5 935.7 90 
Virginia (UP) 483 11.5 100 
0000 M. MO. (a) 1,341,790.4 144.6 98 
???? M. UP. (b) 6,249,994.2 105.5 100 
Total 43,897,472 151.4 98 
(a) 0000: Honey orders, origin unknown (see Appendix "II) " 
(b) ????: Postal money orders, origin unknown (see Appendix II) 
Source: Juan Diez-Canedo, "A New View of Mexican Migration to the 
United States." Unpublished dissertation, M. 1. T., 1980, pp. 40-41. 
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led to exaggerated estimates, producing a distorted impression of the 
. d f '11 l' .. 1 24 magnltu e 0 1 ega mlgratl0n ln genera . 
Nevertheless, the predominance of agricultural migrant workers in 
the migratory movement persists. The data deriving from this research 
confirm the conclusion that the states of Guanajuato and Zacatecas--
which have a long tradition of this type of migration--continue to 
supply the major part of migration to the United States. 
Guanajuato accounts for 35 percent of the total funds remitted, 
which in 1975 represented 41.10 dollars for each inhabitant of the state 
(see Table 2). Most of the migration from Guanajuato was directed 
toward California, Illinois and Minnesota, although some migrants were 
found in thirty-five different states of the Union. Remittance checks 
from these workers averaged 135 dollars, while 98 percent of all checks 
were for amounts less than 500 dollars (see Table 3). 
Zacatecas accounted for only 16.3 percent of total remissions, 
though the per capita amount of 48.90 dollars was significant. Zacatecas 
workers also migrated, in order of importance, to California, Illinois 
and Minnesota and were dispersed among twenty-six states of the Union. 
The average check remitted was 120 dollars and 99 percent of all checks 
were for amounts less than 500 dollars. The evidence clearly indicates 
that Guanajuato and Zacatecas have a marked dependence on funds 
remitted from abroad. 
Another state from central Mexico also demonstrated a strong 
dependence on funds remitted from abroad. Durango, with remittances 
amounting to 10.30 dollars per person, sent workers primarily to 
California and secondarily to New York, though Durango migrants were 
dispersed in twenty other states of the Union. The average value of 
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checks remitted was 128 dollars, and 99 percent of the checks did not 
exceed 500 dollars in value. 
Remittances to the state of San Luis Potosi were important in both 
absolute as well as relative terms. This state received 6 . 80 dollars 
per person and 3.22 percent of total remittances. The majority of 
migrants went to Illinois, followed by California and Colorado. The 
average value of checks remitted was 112 dollars and 99 percent of the 
total were for amounts less than 500 dollars. 
The state of Campeche, in the southeastern part of Mexico, was 
also important in terms o f per capita remit t ances. Migrants from this 
area went to Texas, California and Illinois, in that order. 
North and Houstoun found that the average monthly amount remitted 
to the home country by all Mexican laborers was 129 dollars. 25 Among 
undocumented workers of all nationalities, Mexican laborers were the 
ones that sent the largest amount of money· home. As Table 3 indicates 
the North and Houstoun estimate approximates the total average of 151 
dollars computed in the present study. The standard deviation was 
insignificant, with 98 percent of all checks for amounts less than 500 
dollars. 26 
DESTINATION OF MEXICAN MIGRANTS IN THE UNITED STATES 
According to the available statistics, the states to which the 
majority of Mexican migration was directed were California , Illinois, 
Texas, New York and Minnesota. California was selected by migrants 
coming from twenty-eight of the thirty-two Mexican states, though a 
majority of migrants to California originated in Mexico City and 
Zacatecas. Regardless of the migrants' state of origin, the amounts 
of checks sent from California to Mexico were very similar , with an 
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average of 135 dollars. The deviation was minimal, and 99 percent of 
the che cks were for amounts less than 500 dollars. From these facts 
it is concluded that illegal aliens in California are grouped in 
specific areas or jobs and that, as such, they receive similar wages. 
The illegal job market appears to be clearly defined in California, 
a state that apparently depends to a great extent on Mexican labor. 
Though Illinois was selected as a final destination by workers from 
twenty-seven states of Mexico, the majority of migrants to Illinois 
came from Mexico City and Guanajuato. The average value of checks 
remitted was 193 dollars and t he dev iat ion- - as might be expected--was 
much greater than that observed for California. Ninety-six percent 
of the checks did not exceed 500 dollars. Guanajuato shows a gr eater 
variety in amounts of funds remitted, a circumstance that could 
reflect important differences in the job market and also in the 
characteristics of the migrants. Table 2 indicates that in general, 
earnings for migrants from Mexico City were probably higher than earnings 
for migrants from other states, and that the differences in the wages 
received were probably due to differences in jobs performed. Persons 
emigrating from Mexico City probably received higher wages because of 
their higher level of education. Checks remitted to the home country 
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averaged 364 dollars, and the standard deviation was much greater. 
Although more migrants came from Guanajuato than from Mexico City, the 
total earnings and the average amount of checks remitted was much lower, 
indicating that Guanajuato emigrants were probably employed in lower-
level jobs. 
Texas is next in importance in studying Mexican migration patterns , 
receiving migrants from twenty-seven Mexican states with an average 
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amount of checks remitted of 209 dollars. The majority of laborers 
emigrating to this state came from Guanajuato, the Federal District, 
San Luis POtOSl and Zacatecas. 
New York, with migrants from twenty-two Mexican states, was 
fourth in importance according to income remittances. The average 
check was 348 dollars and differences in amounts were relatively high; 
only 92 percent of the checks were for amounts less than 500 dollars. 
An interesting finding was that the most numerous group that arrived in 
New York came from Mexico City. The average amount remitted to the 
home country, 345 dollars, wa s much h ighe r than that of other states, an 
indication of d i fferent classes of illegal Mexican laborers. It can 
be a ssumed that labor coming f r om Mexico City had a much higher level 
of education and that some of these migrants did not abide by visa 
specifications (that is, they were "visa abusers"), Variations in 
average amounts of checks remitted to Mexico and in standard deviations 
lead to the suspicion that these Mexicans were not concentrated in 
specific occupations. Other studies do not cite New York City as 
employing a large number of Mexican aliens, a situation that confirms 
how little is known about the relative importance of f mreigners of 
different nationalities in the United States job market. 
Minnesota, with migrants from twenty-seven Mexican states, is 
fifth in importance as a final destination for Mexican migration, yet 
this state has never been considered an important target for illegal 
Mexicans, perhaps because there are few Immigration and Naturalization 
agents there and the few that exist concentrate their efforts on 
chasing illegal Canadian migrants. Nevertheless, despite the fact 
that Mexican aliens are employed in Minnesota, local newspapers do not 
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seem overly concerned about the problem since the foreigners do not 
interfere with the employment of native sons. At 86 dollars, the 
average value of checks remitted by immigrants to Minnesota was among 
the lowest, as was the standard deviation (67.3). One hundred percent 
of the checks sent were for amounts less than 500 dollars. The low 
level of remittances was probably a function of two factors: first, 
the predominantly agricultural nature of the work performed, and second, 
the great distance from Mexico combined with higher costs of living. 
The majority of migrants to Minnesota came from Mexico City, Zacatecas, 
San Luis Potosi and Guerrero. 
Three important differences can be discerned in this study relative 
to previous efforts to interpret the phenomenon of Mexican migration 
to the United States. 
1. Among all regions, Mexico City constituted the most important 
source of migrants. 
2. New York ranked fourth as a final destination choice for 
emigrants from Mexico and followed the- traditionally important 
states of California, Illinois and Texas. 
3. Minnesota was not far behind Texas and New York in terms of 
numbers of migrants received. 
The uniqueness of these results compared to those obtained in other 
studies may also be a function of the patent inconsistencies that derive 
from drawing conclusions on the basis of detained aliens. 
Amounts recorded were given a "0000" designation when the Mexican 
destination of the certified check proved impossible to decipher on 
microfilm. Assuming that microfilm defects are evenly distributed, this 
symbol is important, for it represents the average of an indiscriminate 
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sample of payment destinations. Thus, the average check value of this 
t ype was 109 dollars and the most important states of origin were 
California, New York and Illinois. Ninety-nine percent of the checks 
remitted were for amounts less than 500 dollars. A similar designation 
was employed in cases of uncertainty over the United States origin of 
checks. The principal receipient Mexican states of these types of checks 
were the Federal District, Jalisco and Michoacan. The average check 
amount in these cases was 145 dollars, and 98 percent of all checks of 
uncer t a in or igin were for amounts less than 500 dol lars. 
Studies on illegal Mexican migration and statistics provided by 
the Immigration and Naturalization Service rarely take into account 
the movement of illegal aliens from Mexico City to New York City or 
to any other metropolitan area in the Northeastern part of the United 
States. This discrepancy occurs for two reasons. First, the number 
of foreigners of all nationalities working in New York City and its 
environs is considerable, as a result of which it is difficult to 
identify with any accuracy workers of MexI can nationality (notwith-
standing their numerical insignificance relative to other migrants). 
Second, surveillance by the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
focuses on the Mexican border region. Mexicans who enter the United 
States as EWI's--swimming across the river or crossing the border 
somewhere in California--generally either remain in California or 
. T Ch' 28 mlgrate to exas or lcago. Thus, it follows that the majority of 
foreigners detained are Mexican ~~I's, while those falling in the 
category of "visa abusers"--whether from Mexico or other countries--
are greatly under-represented in analytical samples. 
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REMITTANCE LEVELS 
Based on the sample and the procedure described~ the grand total of 
income remittances was estimated at 317,559,988 dollars, an amount that 
might be considered 10w. 29 It should be pointed out, however, that 
cash brought back by the workers themselves was not included in the 
estimate. In this respect, a wild guess might have been resorted to--
as has been done in the past--but the author preferred not to do so 
for the following reasons: 
1. It is generally accepted that undocumented workers avoid 
carrying large quantities of money, Carlos and Cesar Zazueta 
have discovered that when migrants arrive at the border with 
cash, immigration authorities on both sides take advantage 
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of them. During the course of the present study the author 
was able to ascertain that undocumented workers prefer to carry 
small amounts of cash, and if th_ey have to travel with money 
they tend to use certified checks. When the author questioned 
an undocumented worker on this PQint, he received this answer: 
"When I was on my way back [to Mexico] if I had any money 
left over, I always got a money order. One can always be 
robbed of cash on the road~ but when he carries a money order 
he has a separate copy of the check and there is no possibility 
of loss. I never carry bills , ,,3l 
2, If workers have money on their return trip~ they oftentimes 
spend it on gifts, clothes. , or other purchas,es before cross.ing 
the border. Thus., wh_en they save money to take on the trip, 
it is usually a sm,all quantity and most of it is spent in 
the United States. 
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A statistic that approximates the remittance totals estimated in 
this study is arrived at through an analysis of the National Survey of 
F "1 IdE d" 32 aml y ncome an xpen ltures. Two tables in the Survey provide 
information on •. (1) assistance received by the families, including ca sh 
remittances, gifts, and other incomes , and (2) monetary transfers made 
h f "l "33 to t e aml y unlt. Theoretically , the two amounts--money sent and 
money received--should coincide. In this case, they do not. A surplus 
of 222,432,000 dollars exists, an amount that may be attributable to 
migrant remittances. 34 If this figure is accepted as representing 
remittances for the year 1968, and if t he 317,559,988 dollars estimated 
in this study for 1975 is correct, then the annual remittance growth 
rate would be .052, which approximates the average growth rate of .068 
for non-agricultural earnings in the United States. 35 
INCOME REMITTANCES AND THE Nill1BER OF ILLEGAL ALIENS: 
A NEW RECOUNT OF THE UNCOUNTABLE 
It has previously been pointed out that illegal migration, because 
of its nature, de fies measurement. In the pages that follow an exercise 
will be undertaken that is designed both to determine the extent of the 
migratory trend and to quantify within maximum and minimum ranges the 
possible size of migration to the United States based on data obtained 
in this study . 
The procedure followed consists of establishing a relationship 
between remittance patterns for Mexican migrants and the statistics 
arrived at for earnings remittances. North and Houstoun, in their 
study of 1976 , have collected relatively reliable material on the 
remittance-related behavior of undocumented foreigners of different 
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nationalities. These authors indicate that illegal aliens detained in 
the southwestern part of the United States possessed, as a group, the 
highest average remittance rates. These were followed respectively by 
illegal Mexican aliens (in general), illegal aliens from the Western 
Hemisphere, "visa abusers" and, in last place, illegal aliens from 
the Eastern Hemisphere (see Table 5). 
In the following pages the author will advance some suppositions 
concerning incidence of payment (IP) and average earnings remitted (AP); 
a correction factor (PR) will be utilized to rectify exaggerated average 
monthly payments amounts reported by detained aliens. Since this 
correction factor is less than one, the effect will be to cause an 
increase in the number of illegal aliens over and above the levels 
that are implicit in the application of the raw data supplied by North 
and Houstoun. 
Three reasons have prompted the assumption that the PR will be less 
than 1, that is, that detained aliens remit higher average monthly 
earnings than does the general population of illegal Mexicans. First, 
as North and Houstoun point out, "visa abusers" remit lower average 
monthly earnings than "entrants without inspection," and, as is evident 
from remittance data already presented, a large number of Mexican 
"visa abusers" go undetected. Second, North and Houstoun have found 
that foreignersc detained in the southwestern part of the United States 
remit larger average earnings than do other detained foreigners, and 
the high incidence of arrest in the southwest probably exaggerates the 
true probability of encountering in this region an illegal Mexican by 
random selection. Third, North and Houstoun suggest that there exists 
a certain tendency among detained foreigners to exaggerate earnings 
TABLE 5 
REMITTANCES SENT TO FAMILY MEMBERS IN COUNTRIES OF ORIGIN AND WAGES OF SELECTED 
UNDOCUMENTED WORKER GROUP 
REGION OF ORIGIN 
Illegal Mexicans 
Illegal Workers from Western 
Hemisphere (excluding Mexico) 
Illegal Workers from Eastern 
Hemisphere 
MODE OF ENTRY 3 
Entrant Without Inspection 
Visa Abuser 
Illegal Workers in Border 
Countries of Southwest 
TOTAL DETAINED ILLEGAL loJORKERS 
GROUPS OF DETAINED ILLEGAL WORKERS 
AVERAGE 
WEEKLY WAGE 
$ 106 
127 
195 
108 
150 
74 
120 
(DOLLARS) 
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
REMITTANCEl 
$ 169 
116 
104 
162 
115 
186 
151 
PERCENTAGE 
FOR REMITTING 
GROUP 
89 
72 
44 
87 
63 
89 
79 
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 2 
REMITTANCE 
$ 129 
76 
37 
124 
63 
129 
105 
TOTAL 
UNDOCUMENTED 
WORKERS 
481 
237 
75 
555 
238 
68 
793 
VJ 
o 
Source: "Linton & Company Illegal Alien Study," 1975, from D. North and M. Hous toun, The Characteristics and Role 
of Illegal Aliens in the U.S. Labor Market. An Exploratory Study. Linton & Co., March 1976, p.86. 
lAverage based only on those making remittances. 
2Average based on all illegal workers, including those not making remittances. 
3Terminology used by the INS for foreigners entering the U.S. without official authorization. 
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remitted to families. 
where 
Definitions 
TR..),f NI x IP x PR x AP 
TRM is the total amount of earnings remitted by illegal 
workers in a given month. 
NI number of illegal aliens. 
IP incidence of payment (percentage of illegal aliens that 
remit funds). 
PR average monthly earnings remitted by all undocumented 
Mexican aliens in proportion to average monthly remittances of 
detained Mexican workers. 
AP average amount of monthly earnings remitted per illegal 
laborer. 
In other words, total earnings remittances in a given month is equal to 
the number of undocumented workers times the incidence of payment, 
multiplied by the average remittance corrected for overestimates of 
monthly payments by detained undocumented workers. Solving for NI 
(number of illegal workers) we have: 
NI TRM + (IP x PR x AP) 
Applying figures for incidence of payment and average monthly 
payments from the North and Houstoun study, the following estimates 
are obtained (see Table 5): 
Upper Extreme 
For this calculation, the assumption is made that 44 percent of 
all Mexican workers in the United States remit earnings to the home 
country and that the average monthly amount remitted is 104 dollars. 
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(These figures follow estimates by, North and Houstoun for illegal workers 
in the Eastern Hemisphere). These are conservative projections in that 
they presuppose that illegal aliens possess a low average propensity 
to remit earnings. In order to project a true upper extreme, this 
calculation will assume that illegal Mexican workers remit only one-
fifth of the total average monthly remittance amount reported by detained 
illegal aliens from the Eastern Hemisphere. 
IP AP 104 PR .20 
26,460,000 + 9.15 2,900,000 
Lower Extreme 
The assumption here will be that most illegal Mexican workers act 
in the same manner as those reported by North and Houstoun. As mentioned 
previously, however, to accept a single standard for the behavior 
of illegal aliens is to introduce severe biases throughout all aspects 
of the phenomenon. From a statistical standpoint it is erroneous to 
assume that most undocumented workers in the United States are Mexican 
simply on the grounds that a large portion of aliens who are detained 
are of Mexican nationality. Nor can it be substantiated that undocumented 
Mexican laborers who are not detained resemble detained Mexican aliens 
in any way. 
Using data from Table 5, the lower extreme calculation is as follows: 
IF .89 AP 169 PR .75 
PR .75: this figure reflects the assumption that the 
remittances of the majority of illegal Mexican workers is 
equivalent to three-fourths of the total monthly remittances 
reported for detained Mexican workers. 
26 , 460,000 + 112.8 NIl 234,575.46 
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Median Results 
This estimate will assume that the average undocumented Mexican 
laborer will behave in a fashion that is similar to that exhibited by 
hi.s counterpart from the Western Hemisphere, as revealed by North and 
Houstoun. 
PR will be equal to 0.4, which is to say that all illegal aliens 
would remit 40 percent of the amount of earnings remitted by detained 
aliens. 
IP .7 AP PR .4 
26 , 460,000 + 32.48 
116 
MR 814,655.17 
Consequently, applying the data obtained in this study, and based on 
the evidence presented by North and Houstoun, it is possible that there 
was a total of anywhere between 243,575 and 2.9 million Mexicans working 
in the United States in any given month in 1975. A more realistic 
figure would be approximately 815,000. 
ESTLMATE OF EARNINGS REMITTANCES 
BASED ON PERSONAL CHECKS 
It might be argued that the figures on earnings remittances for 
illegal laborers are underestimated because they do not take into account 
personal checks, which are also remitted by' -workers. This possibility 
does, of course, exist. For this reason, the following will be an 
attempt to determine the extent to which immigration estimates would 
be affected by the inclusion of personal checks in total remittance 
figures. Although some undocumented workers may have remitted earnings 
to the home country by means of personal checks, no evidence of this 
was found during the course of this study. By the same token, it is 
possible th,H the figures on earn;ings rem;ittances were actually over-
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estimated. In order to arrive at a global estimate of earnings remitted, 
the author included personal checks as well as certified checks and 
money orders, although it should be remembered that worker remittances 
consisted almost entirely of certified checks and money orders. These 
were the types of remittances that were taken into account in compiling 
the data for this study. 
The inclusion of personal checks sent by individuals having a 
Spanish surname to individuals also having a Spanish surname produces 
an increase of 216,894,980 dollars for 1975, based on the methodology 
applied to postal money orders and certified checks in the preceding 
section. If this figure is added to the original estimate of earning 
remitted by illegal aliens, the total rises to 534,454, 968 dollars, 
giVing a monthly average of; 44,537,914 dollars. 
Upper Extreme 
Total PC (Personal checks) plus remittances of illegal aliens. 
u ;:: .44 104 PR 
44,537,9l4 ~ 9.15 :::; NPC + 
Lower EKtreme 
Total PC plus ~emittances of illegal aliens. 
Median 
U :::; .89 
44,537,91-4 
Results 
.... 
. 
AP ;:: 169 
112.8 NPC + 
Total PC plus -earnings remittances 
U • 7 AP 116 
44,537,914 
-t 32.48 NPC + 
PR 
of illegal 
PR 
Iill 
.20 
4,867,531.5 
.75 
394,839 
aliens . 
.4 
1,371,241.1 
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SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS 
Let us suppose for a moment that the total amount of earnings 
remitted is equal, first, to the figure quoted by W. Cornelius , 
"probably in excess of 3,000 million do11ars,,,36 and secondly , to a 
second figure cited by the same author in a different study , "probably 
in excess of 2,000 million dollars annua11y ".37 (See Table 6) The 
following computation will be based on monthly averages in order to 
avoid the problems of seasonal variations and in order to utilize 
once again the data on average earnings and incidence of payment 
comp i l ed by Nor th and Houstoun. Thus, the 3,000 million dolla r yearly 
f igur e is equivalent to a monthly average of 250 mi llion dollars , as 
compared to the 26 million dollar monthly average established in this 
study . 
U12per Extreme: IP .44 AP 104 PR . 2 
NICIu 27,322,404 
Lower Extreme: Ip .89 AP 169 PR = .75 
NICI1 7 , 697,044.3 
Median Result: IP .7 AP 116 PR .4 
NICIm 7,697,044 . 3 
And now, apply ing the 2,000 million estimate: 
Monthly average: 166,666,666 
Upper Extreme: IF .44 AP 104 PR .2 
NIC2u 18,214,935 
Lower Extreme: IP .89 AP 169 PR .75 
NIC21 1~477 ,541.3 
36 
TABLE 6 
DIFFERENT ASSUMPTIONS CONCERNING REMITTANCE TOTALS 
AND THEIR DISTRIBUTION BY STATE (a) 
(THOUSANDS OF DOLLARS) 
(b) (d) (c) (d) 
STATE REMITTANCES PER CAPITA REMITTANCES PER CAPITA 
(3,000 million) REMITTANCES (2,000 million) REMITTANCES 
Aguasca1ientes 27.6 68.31 18.4 45.5 
Baja California Norte .3 0.3 .2 0.2 
Campeche 17 .1 57.8 11.4 38.5 
Chihuahua 3.3 2.5 2.2 1.6 
Chiapas 2.4 8.0 1. 6 5 . 4 
Coahuila 66.3 35.9 44.2 24.0 
Colima 35.1 18.2 23.4 12.1 
Dis t r ito Federal 348.9 42.1 232.6 28.0 
Durango 107.1 97.0 71.4 64.7 
Guanajua to 1,063.8 388.4 709.2 258.9 
Guerrero 96.3 50.2 64.2 33.4 
Hidalgo 15.6 11.0 10.4 7.3 
la1isco 63.0 15.8 42.0 10.5 
Estado de Mexico 273.6 57.3 182.4 38.2 
Michoacan 92.7 33.3 61.8 22.2 
More10s 30.6 39.3 20.4 26.2 
Nayarit 13.2 19.5 8.8 13.0 
Nuevo Leon 11.1 5.2 7.4 3.4 
OaM:aca 17.7 7.5 11,8 5.0 
Pueb1a 22.5 7.4 15.0 5.0 
Queretaro 31.2 52.2 20.8 34.8 
Quintana -Roo .6 4.8 .4 3.2 
San Luis Potosi 96.6 64.4 64.4 43.0 
Sinaloa .9 0.6 .6 0.4 
Tabasco .6 0.6 .4 0.4 
Tamau1ipas 24.3 13.9 16.2 9.3 
T1axca1a 1.2 2.4 .8 1.6 
Veracruz 13.8 3.0 9.2 2.0 
Yucatan 33.6 40.3 22.4 26.9 
Zacatecas 488.4 462.1 325.6 308.0 
TOTAL 3 000.0 53.0 2 000.0 35.3 
(a) Assuming the distribution by state is the same as that arrived at in this study. 
(b) Wayne Cornelius, "La migracion i1ega1 mexicana a los Estados Unidos. Conc1usiones 
de investigaciones recientes," p. 415. 
(c) Hayne Cornelius, "Mexican Migration to the United States, Causes, Consequences 
and U.S. Responses," p. 46. 
(d) Population for 1975 extracted from Estadisticas de 1a economia mexicana. Mexico, 
D.F.: Naciona1 Financiera, S.A., 1977, Table 1.5, p.10. 
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Median Result: .7 AP 116 PR .4 
5,131,362.6 
The total Mexican work force for 1975 was estimated at 16,334,000. 38 
Analyzing calculations for upper extremes, in the case of NIClu , the 
result is approximately 11 million people more than the total work force, 
while in the case of NIC2u , the result is approximately 2 million 
more than total work force figures. Calculations for lower extremes, 
based on clearly exaggerated parameters, reflect more acceptable levels. 
Media.n Resul t 
Example NICrm im,pLi:.es tnat at leas-t · fifty pe:rcerit 0:lZ the M.exi ca.n 
population 12 years old and over was em.ployed tn the Uni,ted States tn 
1975, while example NIC2m indicates that mOl;'e than 30 'perc~t -of 
the Mexican work force was employed in the United States in any given 
month of that year. 
As was pointed out previously in this study (Table 2), the states 
of Guanajuato and Zacatecas were judged to be greatly dependent on 
earnings remittances from the United States, In 1975, per capita 
remittances to these states were 48.90 and 41. 10 dollars respectively. 
An interesting contrast to these figures is. provided by recomputations 
based on the 3,000 million and 2,000 million dollar estimates cited in 
the Cornelius studies, applying the same state-by-state remittance 
distribution pattern revealed in this study. 
By applying the 3,000 million dollar figul;'e and using the state 
distribution contained in this study, every man, woman and child in 
Zacatecas would receive 462.06 dollars annually, The figures for 
Guanajuato and Durango would be respectively, 388,40 dollars and 97.00 
38 
dollars per person. Using the 2,000 million dollar figure, Zacatecas 
would have received 308 dollars per person annually, Guanajuato 259 
dollars, and Durango 64.60 dollars. 
The per capita gross national product for Mexico in 1975 was 
1,360.08 dollars. For Zacatecas it was 483.90 dollars, while Guanajuato 
and Durango registered 643.78 and 819.80 dollars respectively.39 Thus, 
based on this line of analysis, the data would indicate that if total 
remittances were 3,000 dollars, remittances by undocumented Mexican 
workers in the United States would account for 95.4 percent of the per 
capita GNP for Zacate cas, and 60.3 percent for Guanajuato. Using the 
2,000 million figure, at least 63.6 percent of the per capita GNP for 
Zacatecas and 40 percent for Guanajuato would come from the same source. 
In conclusion , the two estimates suggested by Cornelius imply that 
all or most of the income generated in the states of Zacatecas and 
Guanajuato depend on remittances by illegal workers, or that, in the 
final analysis, Zacatecas would have to be considered another state 
of the Union. 
The preceding analysis casts serious doubts on the validity and 
credibility of the estimates contained in the works analyzed. 
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APPENDIX I 
STATES OF DESTINATION AND ORIGIN OF REMITTANCES, 1975 
(Dollars ) 
\ 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMB ER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Aguasca1ientes Arizona 31 045 63 48 37.9 100 
California 136,122 1,239 110 102.2 100 
Colorado 2,184 105 21 11.2 100 
Connecticut 12,726 147 87 50.7 100 
Idaho 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Illinois 52,584 483 109 103.9 100 
Kansas 672 63 11 0.9 100 
Minnesota 33,705 336 100 62.9 100 
Ohio 3,780 21 180 0.0 100 
Oregon 1,890 21 90 0.0 100 ~ N 
Texas 23,142 189 122 180.5 89 
Virginia 210 21 10 0.0 100 
? ? ? ? a) 78,645 588 134 98.5 100 
Total MO b) 272,160 2,708 101 101. 7 99 
Total MO + UP c) 350,805 3,297 106 101.9 99 
Baja California 
Norte ? ? ? ? 4,305 63 68 23.2 100 
Campeche Arkansas 252,000 21 12 ,000 0.0 0 
California 61,635 231 267 552.8 91 
Colorado 1,680 42 40 0.0 100 
Connecticut 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Illinois 10,080 168 60 50.0 100 
Minnesota 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
New York 9,660 84 115 86.2 100 
Texas 669,533 63 10,628 058.8 0 
Washington 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
? ? ? ? 2,730 81 33 14.8 100 
Total MO 1,008,788 672 1 ,501 3,809.7 84 
Total MO + UP 1,011,518 756 1 ,338 3,621.3 86 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Chihuahua California 72 ,555 777 93 97.8 100 
Colorado 4,200 126 33 31.4 100 
Connecticut 9,660 147 66 32.5 100 
Illinois 59,010 441 l34 153.8 95 
Kansas 12,600 42 300 100.0 100 
Kentucky 26,5l3 42 631 618.7 50 
Maryland 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
Michigan 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
Minnesota 10,794 336 32 28.8 100 
Missouri 4,935 21 235 0.0 100 
Montana 441 21 21 0.0 100 
Nevada 630 42 15 5.0 100 
New Mexico 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
New York 11,760 84 140 l35.8 100 +0-w Oklahoma 630 21 30 0.0 100 
Texas 301,122 336 896 3,301.0 94 
o 0 0 0 d) 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
? ? ? ? 97,104 1,176 83 68.5 100 
Total MO 521,360 2,520 207 1,243.9 98 
Total MO + UP 618,464 3,697 167 1,029.5 98 
Chiapas Arizona 2,793 63 44 55.6 100 
California 60,554 525 ll5 212.2 96 
Colorado 6,930 189 37 25.3 100 
Illinois 3,780 42 90 10.0 100 
Iowa 20,727 105 197 297.9 80 
Kansas 420 21 20 0.0 100 
Minnesota 2,163 105 21 ll.8 100 
North Carolina 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
New Mexico 210 21 10 0.0 100 
New York 782,145 294 2,660 8,706.2 86 
Texas 185,955 210 886 2,372.0 90 
Washington 10,584 42 252 227.0 100 
Wisconsin 420,000 21 20,000 0.0 0 
? ? ? ? 6,486 168 39 23.5 100 
Total MO 1,498,360 1,659 903 447.0 93 
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APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT RF11ITTANCES UNDER 500 
Coahuila California 14,196 126 113 159.5 100 
Colorado 13,545 126 108 32,4 100 
Connecticut 1,050 21 50 0,0 100 
Illinois 10,563 210 50 47.3 100 
Minnesota 945 42 23 2 . 5 100 
Texas 5,355 105 51 18 . 0 100 
? ? ? ? 7,014 231 30 26.7 100 
Tota,l MO 45,654 628 73 84.2 100 
Total MO + Up 52,668 860 61 75.7 100 
Colima Cali:f;ornia 7,980 147 54 21.9 100 
o 0 0 0 21,840 168 130 86.3 100 
? ? ? ? 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Total MO 29,820 315 95 75.0 100 
Total MO + Up 31,920 336 95 72.6 100 .p-
.p-
Distrito Fede1;'a,l Alabama, 8,232 63 131 137.6 100 
Arizona 19,691 252 78 104.5 100 
Arkansas 4,830 42 115 80.0 100 
California 2,632,655 15,812 167 900.5 98 
Colorado 379,091 2,352 161 504.8 96 
Connecticut 195,160 1,701 115 239.4 97 
Delaware 4,200 42 100 0.0 100 
Florida 822,568 693 1,187 3j422.5 82 
Georgia 1 , 092 21 52 0.0 100 
Idaho 4 ?200 21 200 0.0 100 
Illinois 2,604,822 7, 160 364 4,326.8 96 
Indiana 47,02Q 126 373 612.4 88 
Iowa 2,186 126 17 7.1 100 
Kansas 42,525 252 169 150.5 100 
Kentucky 8,400 21 400 0.0 100 
Louisiana, 59,976 105 571 741.9 60 
Maryland 1,511 42 36 10.0 100 
Massachusetts 2,478 42 59 41.0 100 
Michigan 62,832 252 249 . 311.1 83 
Minnesota 284,515 3,924 73 68.2 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Distrito Federal Missouri 539,913 189 2,857 5,002.8 78 
North Carolina 16,800 21 800 0.0 0 
Nevada 4,368 84 52 23.5 100 
New Jersey 32,083 294 109 107.3 100 
New Mexico 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
New York 1,486,567 4,305 345 1,056.8 88 
Ohio 16,716 168 100 154.7 100 
Oklahoma 55,584 147 378 740.5 86 
Oregon 10,626 126 84 6-6.1 100 
Pennsylvania 18,893 168 113 116.4 100 
Tennessee 2,604 21 124 0.0 100 
Texas 495,987 3,255 152 338.2 94 
Utah 28,224 21 1>344 0.0 0 
Vermont 1,344 21 64 0.0 100 
Virginia 4,452 63 71 29.2 100 ..,... V1 
T.-Jashington 26,975 315 86 134.6 93 
Wisconsin 52,238 147 355 760.8 86 
o 0 0 0 460,755 1,638 2,281 1 >358.9 95 
Virginia (UP) 483 42 12 5.3 100 
? ? ? ? 1,038,399 10,210 102 157.6 100 
Total MO 10,440,718 44,035 237 1,972.9 95 
Total MO + UP 11,479,600 54,277 212 1,779.1 96 
Durango Arizona 3,696 105 35 52.7 100 
California 457,366 2,857 160 689.5 99 
Colorado 31,311 420 75 48.9 100 
Connecticut 43,764 567 77 61.2 100 
Florida 5,040 21 240 0.0 100 
Idaho 315 21 15 0.0 100 
Illinois 144,858 1,218 119 133.1 98 
Kansas 1,953 63 31 20.7 100 
Michigan 1,470 63 23 12.5 100 
Minnesota 62,223 946 66 45.1 100 
Mississippi 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Missouri 1,260 21 60 0.0 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Durango New Jersey 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
New Mexico ll,844 105 113 79.4 100 
New York 177,345 147 1,206 2,773.6 86 
Oregon 7,665 42 183 142.5 100 
Pennsylvania 40,152 252 159 86.5 100 
Texas 60,679 567 107 148.2 96 
Virginia 14,280 84 170 143.7 100 
Washington 3,672 42 87 67.4 100 
000 0 5,649 84 67 35.9 100 
? ? ? ? 144,098 1,9ll 75 60.2 100 
Total MO 1,080,843 7,666 141 595.3 99 
Total MO + UP 1,224,941 9,577 128 533.9 99 
Guanajuato Alabama 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Arizona 74,659 462 162 l38.0 95 ~ (j\ 
Arkansas 8,400 63 133 47.1 100 
California 3,315,398 23,5l3 141 161.2 99 
Colorado 408,661 3,550 ll5 123.6 99 
Connecticut 181,335 1,995 91 74.1 100 
Florida 40,005 273 147 ll6.6 100 
Georgia 5,880 63 93 9.4 100 
Idaho 69,720 357 195 218.8 94 
Illinois 2,208,424 12,765 173 243.4 95 
Indiana 31,185 372 114 104.9 100 
Iowa 2,457 63 39 36.5 100 
Kansas 23,835 252 95 93.8 100 
Kentucky 27,006 63 429 36.5 100 
Louisiana 8,414 63 l34 84.8 100 
Massachusetts 252 21 12 0.0 100 
Michigan 9,555 147 65 65.2 100 
Minnesota 692,374 7,205 96 68.2 100 
Missouri 18,249 210 87 ll2.6 100 
Montana 1,437 42 34 4.2 100 
Nebraska 11,340 42 270 230.0 100 
Nevada 2,625 84 31 28.8 100 
New Jersey 458 42 11 3.5 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE- OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Guanajuato New Mexico 1 , 470 42 35 25.0 100 
New York 220 1 009 1, 218 181 193.1 97 
Ohio 95,760 126 760 348.9 33 
Oklahoma 1,512 42 36 14.0 100 
Oregon 45,142 294 154 108.2 100 
Pennsylvania 91,268 504 181 216.7 92 
Rhode Island 7,511 42 179 171.2 100 
Texas 521,653 4,536 115 120.2 99 
Utah 420 42 10 0.0 100 
Virginia 11,256 42 268 23.0 100 
Washington 106,092 672 158 186.2 94 
Wisconsin 53,760 231 2,233 148.8 100 
o 0 0 0 207,692 1 ~ 533 136 198.7 97 
? ? ? ? 1,958,250 16,553 118 89.7 100 -P-
'.I 
Total MO 8,506,263 60,890 140 174.6 98 
Total MO + UP 10,464,513 77 ,458 135 160.6 98 
Guerrero Arizona 11,130 63 177 33.0 100 
California 342,328 2,121 161 215.9 97 
Colorado 59,745 567 105 103.7 96 
Connecticut 42,798 462 93 58.5 100 
Florida 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Illinois 548,921 3,780 145 147.3 96 
Kansas 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Minnesota 148,848 1,260 118 63.7 100 
New York 22,730 147 155 80.4 100 
Ohio 10,290 42 245 195.0 100 
Oregon 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
Pennsylvania 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Texas 36,582 420 87 72.3 100 
Washington 10,500 42 250 0.0 100 
Wisconsin 29,484 63 468 555.8 67 
? ? ? ? 332,238 2,478 134 89.0 100 
Total MO 1,279,212 9,137 140 159.1 97 
Total MO + UP 1,611 ,450 11,610 139 147.0 98 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Hidalgo Alabama 5~040 21 240 0.0 100 
Arizona 6~300 21 300 0.0 100 
California 77,595 420 185 173.0 100 
Colorado 1,680 63 27 12.5 100 
Connecticut 2,520 63 40 8.2 100 
Illinois 13,440 189 71 117.1 100 
Minnesota 6,216 84 74 14.0 100 
New York 5,040 42 120 80.0 100 
Texas 10,584 63 168 125.5 100 
Utah 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
Vermont 441 21 21 0.0 100 
a a a a 11,970 84 143 125.0 100 
? ? ? ? 62,118 420 148 98.8 100 
Total MO 142,506 1,092 131 143.2 100 ~ 
Total MO + UP 204,624 1,512 135 132.6 100 OJ 
Ja1isco Alabama 840 21 40 0.0 100 
Arizona 26,775 84 319 486.4 75 
California 385,686 4,932 78 92.1 99 
Colorado 10,353 545 19 25.4 100 
Connecticut 35,364 441 80 74.0 100 
Idaho 8,400 84 100 0.0 100 
Illinois 149,583 819 183 264.7 90 
Indiana 105 21 5 0.0 100 
Iowa 2,625 21 125 0.0 100 
Kansas 441 63 7 2.2 100 
Michigan 2,520 21 120 0,0 100 
Minnesota 35,805 1,009 36 53.5 100 
Missouri 903 21 43 0 . 0 100 
New York 32,130 294 109 162.0 100 
Oklahoma 105 21 5 0.0 100 
Pennsylvania 6,038 42 144 93.2 100 
Texas 33,663 715 47 51.8 100 
Washington 2,940 42 70 30.0 100 
o a a 0 253,218 1,638 155 164.1 97 
? ? ? ? 142,355 2,393 60 67.9 100 
Total MO 987,493 10,840 91 137.9 98 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Estado de Mexico California 170,112 1,302 131 119.5 100 
Colorado 31, 647 273 116 132.3 100 
Connecticut 14,133 168 84 67.3 100 
Florida 16,236 63 258 171.7 100 
Illinois 113,572 819 139 135.9 97 
Maryland 3,360 21 160 0.0 100 
Minnesota 30,324 420 72 '41.6 100 
Missouri 420 21 20 0.0 100 
New Jersey 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
New York 53,539 147 364 467.4 86 
Oregon 630 21 30 0.0 100 
Pennsylvania 4,071 21 194 0.0 100 
Texas 34,341 357 96 74.8 100 
Virginia 840 21 40 0.0 100 
Washington 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 ~ 
'!) 
a a a a 3,948 63 63 14.3 100 
? ? ? ? 66,864 630 106 79.2 100 
Total MO 483,472 3,760 129 153.4 99 
Total MO + UP 550,336 4,389 125 145.3 99 
Michoacan Arizona 1,260 42 30 10.0 100 
California 931,434 7,961 117 121.0 99 
Colorado 20,622 189 109 67.1 100 
Connecticut 53,907 714 76 66.9 100 
Idaho 17,514 126 139 73.9 100 
Illinois 585,900 2,898 202 317 . 7 94 
Michigan 2,520 42 60 20.0 100 
Minnesota 41,668 462 90 53.2 100 
New Jersey 840 21 40 0.0 100 
New Mexico 1,722 21 82 0.0 100 
New York 39,165 357 110 121.2 100 
Texas 35,553 567 63 56.7 100 
Virginia 5,250 21 250 0.0 100 
Wisconsin 1,050 21 50 0 , 0 100 
o a a a 219,807 2,268 97 121.2 99 
? ? ? ? 360,486 3,004 120 96.4 100 
Total MO 1,958,212 15,703 125 175.0 99 
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APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
More1os Arizona 1?350 21 64 0.0 100 
California 221 ~ 807 2,121 105 120 . 9 98 
Colorado 21 , 504 252 85 60 . 7 100 
Connecticut 9,369 147 64 56.4 100 
Florida 5 ,040 84 60 23.5 100 
Idaho 7,875 63 125 0 ,0 100 
Illinois. 288,521 2,121 136 132 . 4 98 
Indiana 1,596 42 38 12 . 0 100 
Massachusetts 5,670 42 135 105 . 0 100 
Minnesota 37 ,695 399 95 65 . 8 100 
Nebraska 210 21 10 0,0 100 
Nevada 769 21 37 0 . 0 100 
New' Jersey 11 ,025 42 263 237 . 5 100 
New Mexico 840 21 40 0 . 0 100 
New York 223,592 525 426 1,469 , 1 92 V1 0 
Ohi.o 21, 000 21 1,000 0 , 0 0 
:Pennsylvania 18,123 105 173 67 , S 100 
Texas 62, 708 273 230 435 . 7 92 
\\1'ashington 4,047 42 96 16.4 100 
o a 0 a 3,990 42 95 45.0 100 
? ? ? ? 143,409 1,407 102 82 . 3 100 
Total M:O 946, 729 6,405 148 455 . 3 97 
Total M:O + Ul' 1,090,138 7,815 140 414,1 98 
Nayar it Alabama 1,365 42 33 7 . 5 100 
Ar izona 23,121 84 275 104 . 2 100 
California 390,243 4,074 96 107 . 3 100 
Co101;''ado 17,304 252 69 42 \2 100 
Connecticut 21,147 420 50 34 , 0 100 
Hawaii 6,762 42 161 151 , 0 100 
I.daho 336 21 16 0 , 0 100 
Illinois 5,565 105 53 47 , 1 100 
Kansas 2,730 21 130 0 , 0 100 
Minnesota 24,276 420 58 45.7 100 
Oregon 3,150 42 75 25 .. 0 100 
Texas 6,720 147 46 18.6 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Nayarit Washington 672 21 32 0.0 100 
o 0 0 0 10,605 231 46 57.7 100 
? ? ? ? 107,520 1,639 66 47.5 100 
Total MO 513,996 5,922 87 98.3 100 
Total MO + UP 621,516 7,561 82 90.2 100 
Neuva Leon California 62,790 399 157 120.3 100 
Colorado 17,136 231 74 52.6 100 
Connecticut 18,900 126 150 9.15 100 
Illinois 75,537 441 171 363.4 95 
Minnesota 46,452 546 85 49.6 100 
Texas 79,191 756 105 192.2 97 
Washington 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Wisconsin 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
V1 
o 0 0 0 5,670 147 39 28.0 100 f-' 
? ? ? ? 27,510 483 57 47.4 98 
Total MO 306,936 2,688 114 192.4 98 
Total MO + UP 334,446 3,170 106 179.3 99 
Oaxaca California 316,255 1,638 193 448.1 95 
Colorado 1,680 63 27 23.6 100 
Connecticut 12,390 147 84 59.7 100 
Florida 3, 780 21 180 0.0 100 
Illinois 388,920 147 2,646 6,269.0 86 
Minnesota 48,825 420 116 67.9 100 
Montana 3,150 21 150 0.0 100 
New York 105,567 189 559 1,218.8 89 
Oklahoma 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
Oregon 1,297 21 62 0.0 100 
Texas 14,469 210 69 55.8 100 
? ? ? ? 117,579 945 124 92.6 100 
Total MO 898,013 2,898 310 1,583.8 96 
Total MO + UP 1,015,592 3,843 364 1,378.5 97 
Pueb1a Arizona 18,963 42 452 226.5 50 
Arkansas 7,875 21 375 0.0 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Pueb1a California 121,675 1 , 618 75 84.3 100 
Colorado 25,788 357 72 37.5 100 
Connecticut 1,260 21 60 0.0 100 
Florida 9,345 63 148 107.4 100 
Illinois 66,758 630 106 145.1 97 
Indiana 6,573 84 78 16.7 100 
Kansas 11,340 63 180 107.1 100 
Mas'Sachusetts 1,785 21 85 0.0 100 
Michigan 2,457 42 59 41.5 100 
Minnesota 33,117 294 113 61.4 100 
Missouri 4,725 42 113 12.5 100 
Nevada 1,683 21 80 0.0 100 
New Jersey 78,645 273 288 297.3 85 
New Mexico 21,000 42 500 300.0 50 \Jl 
New York 137,901 966 143 199.6 96 N 
Ohio 2~499 42 60 39.5 100 
Oregon 4,200 42 100 0.0 100 
Pennsylvania 9.345 63 148 58.1 100 
Texas 21,441 210 102 169.9 90 
Washington 6,300 42 150 75.0 100 
a a a a 13,020 147 89 27.5 100 
? ? ? ? 89,078 1,050 85 76.5 100 
Total MO 607,512 5,144 118 158.2 97 
Total MO + UP 696,590 6,197 112 148.1 97 
Quintana Roo California 1,155 42 28 17.5 100 
Colorado 2,100 42 50 10.0 100 
Connecticut 1,890 21 90 0.0 100 
Illinois 2,919 42 70 45.5 100 
Texas 630 21 30 0.0 100 
Total MO 8,694 168 52 33.0 100 
Queretaro California 45 ,305 252 180 150.5 100 
Colorado 13,713 126 109 78.0 100 
Connecticut 126 21 6 0.0 100 
Illinois 23,835 168 142 18iL .0 88 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Queretaro Minnesota 25,956 315 82 78.4 100 
New Jersey 525 21 25 0.0 100 
New York 20,286 63 322 340.9 67 
Texas 35,280 147 240 315.9 86 
Washington 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
? ? ? ? l3,755 126 109 75.9 100 
Total MO 167,126 1, l34 147 191. 7 94 
Total MO + UP 180,881 1,260 144 183.8 95 
Sinaloa California 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Colorado 1,575 42 38 22.5 100 
Illinois 1,890 21 90 0.0 100 
Minnesota 2,457 63 39 18.5 100 
Texas 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 V"1 
Total MO 12,222 163 73 56.1 100 w 
San Luis Potosi. Arizona 4,284 84 51 42.1 100 
Arkansas 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
California 241, 752 1,722 140 151.5 99 
Colorado 125, 727 1,282 98 157.0 97 
Connecticut 45,152 525 86 59.2 100 
Florida 1,743 63 28 19.3 100 
Illinois 322,520 3 193 101 106.7 99 
Indiana 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Kansas 15,477 126 123 99.4 100 
Massachusetts 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Michigan 14,9l0 84 178 123.8 100 
Minnesota 103,799 1,281 81 64.8 100 
North Carolina 8,400 63 133 174.4 100 
Nevada 2,520 42 60 10.0 100 
New Jersey 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
New Mexico 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
New York 34,013 147 231 282.5 86 
Ohio 14,763 42 352 291.5 50 
Oklahoma 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Oregon 4,406 42 105 4.9 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
San Luis Potosi Pennsylvania 24,927 126 198 121.7 100 
Texas 298,318 2, 814 106 84.6 99 
Utah 3 ~ 255 42 78 62.5 100 
o 0 0 0 20 ; 937 210 100 62.4 100 
? ? ? ? 550 , 702 4, 601 120 92.2 100 
Total MO 1 , 302 , 233 12, 0l3 108 118.4 99 
Total MO + UP 1, 852 , 935 16, 618 ll2 111.9 99 
Tabasco California 2,310 84 28 l3.5 100 
Colorado 462 21 22 0.0 100 
Connecticut 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Illinois 630 42 15 5.0 100 
Iowa 5,250 21 250 0.0 100 
Minnesota 3,570 42 85 15.0 100 
New York 1~890 42 45 25.0 100 V1 
Tennessee 4,200 63 67 42.5 100 +--
? ? ? ? 10,080 105 96 94.1 100 
Total MO 18,522 336 55 60.0 100 
Total MO + UP 28,602 441 65 71.8 100 
Tamau1ipas Arizona 1,260 21 60 0.0 100 
California 38,493 441 87 77 .9 100 
Colorado 7,833 189 41 29.9 100 
Idaho 664 42 16 5.8 100 
Illinois 60,186 735 82 106.6 100 
Louisiana 462 21 22 0.0 100 
Michigan 630 21 30 0.0 100 
Minnesota 10,920 105 104 125 . 2 100 
Missouri 1,890 21 90 0.0 100 
New York 25,161 147 171 llO.5 100 
Texas 207,438 651 319 1, 403.8 97 
Utah 252 21 12 0.0 100 
Vermont 420 21 20 0.0 100 
Wisconsin 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
o 0 0 0 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
? ? ? ? 36,990 546 68 81.6 100 
Total MO 359,389 2,479 145 731.6 99 
.......... ".. .......... " rr"\ n ("1("1 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Yucatan Illinois 6 , 195 63 98 67.1 100 
Kansas 399 21 19 0.0 100 
Maryland 1 , 050 21 50 0.0 100 
Massachusetts 4, 200 42 100 0.0 100 
Minnesota 30 , 681 336 91 61.0 100 
New Jersey 3,969 63 63 57.3 100 
New Mexico 105 21 5 0.0 100 
New York 9,626 210 46 41.8 100 
Texas 16,800 231 73 36.6 100 
000 0 4,410 63 70 21.6 100 
? ? ? ? 101,493 1,050 97 82.4 100 
Total MO 483,075 4,136 117 298.7 100 
Total MO + UP 584,568 5,187 113 269.5 100 V1 V1 
Zacatecas Arizona 20,265 294 69 51 , 6 100 
California 1 ~ 092, 253 7,813 140 434,9 99 
Colorado 152,334 1,805 84 62.9 100 
Connecticut 147,546 1,512 98 79.1 100 
Florida 4,725 42 113 87.5 100 
Georgia 8,400 21 400 0.0 100 
Idaho 89,401 147 608 309.7 57 
Illinoia 303,652 2,666 114 121.1 99 
Indiana 28,812 105 274 224.8 80 
Iowa 5,698 42 136 130.7 100 
Kansas 18,060 42 430 370.0 50 
Minnesota 245, 217 2, 477 99 68.6 100 
Missouri 1,890 42 45 15.0 100 
Montana 2, 772 21 132 0.0 100 
Nebraska 6 ~ 300 21 300 0.0 100 
Nevada 5, 040 42 120 100.0 100 
New Mexico 1, 995 42 48 22.5 100 
New York 64,617 357 181 176.6 94 
Oregon 14, 070 189 74 28.7 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
T1axca1a Illinois 2,306 21 110 0.0 100 
Minnesota 3,192 21 152 0.0 100 
New Jersey 210 21 10 0.0 100 
New York 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Pennsylvania 25,200 21 1,200 0.0 100 
Texas 504 21 24 0.0 100 
Washington 3,276 21 156 0.0 100 
Wisconsin 3,360 21 160 0.0 100 
Total MO 38,258 168 228 372.7 88 
Veracruz California 107,342 1,260 85 136.7 98 
Colorado 23,243 294 79 54.7 100 
Connecticut 9,555 210 46 21.3 100 
Florida 3,570 21 170 0.0 100 V1 
Idaho 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 '" 
Illinois 94,416 819 115 124.7 100 
Indiana 63,000 21 3,000 0.0 0 
Kansas 8,610 42 205 55.0 100 
Minnesota 45,423 546 83 68.3 100 
Montana 210 21 10 0.0 100 
New Jersey 2,310 84 28 20.8 100 
New York 64,407 399 161 393.5 95 
Oregon 735 21 35 0.0 100 
Pennsylvania 7, 350 21 350 0.0 100 
Texas 656) 565 378 1 737 6 612.1 89 , , 
Utah 41 095 42 98 12.5 100 
o 0 0 0 31, 815 231 138 144.6 91 ' 
? ? ? ? 126,483 1,364 93 75.5 100 
Total MO 1,126,846 4,431 254 1,999.9 97 
Total MO + UP 1, 253,329 5, 797 216 1,750.4 98 
Yucatan Arizona 86,353 42 2, 056 2,016.0 50 
California 278,099 2, 542 109 108.6 100 
Colorado 1, 890 63 30 8.2 100 
Connecticut 29, 637 336 88 82.3 100 
Florida 9, 660 84 115 165.0 100 
APPENDIX I (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION 
DESTINATION ORIGIN AMOUNT REMITTANCES 
Zacatecas Pennsylvania 10 ~ 500 105 100 0.0 
Texas 104,269 1,471 71 82.0 
Utah 27 , 615 84 329 446.6 
Vermont 2,100 21 100 0.0 
Virginia 420 21 20 0.0 
Washington 59,745 147 406 815.9 
Wisconsin 6,825 63 108 11.8 
o 0 0 0 22,260 252 88 58.6 
? ? ? ? 597,986 5,563 108 85.7 
Total MO 2,446,790 19,844 123 299.7 
Total MO + UP 3,044,775 25,415 120 268.0 
o 0 0 0 California 77, 049 630 122 118.5 
Illinois 15,960 105 152 60.1 
New Jersey 525 21 25 0.0 
New York 22, 701 21 1, 081 0.0 
Texas 1, 470 42 35 15.0 
o 0 0 0 32, 550 357 91 41.9 
? ? ? ? 24, 276 420 58 56.9 
Total MO 150, 255 1, 176 128 159.9 
Total MO + UP 174 , 531 1, 595 109 143.7 
Grand Total 43 , 897 , 472 289 , 944 151 942.0 
a) ? ? ? ? Postal Money Orders, origin unknown 
b) Total MO: Total Money Orders 
c) Total MO + UP !' Total Money Orders plus U.S. Postal Money Orders 
d) o 0 0 0: Money Orders, origin unknown 
Source: Jua.n D~ezrCanedo , "A New' View of M;exican Mi gration to the U, S, " Unpub1j.shed dissertation , 
M.I.T. , 1980 , pp. 143- 158. 
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APPENDIX II 
STATES OF ORIGIN AND DESTINATION OF REMITTANCES, 1975 
(DOLLARS) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Alabama Distrito Federal 8, 232 63 l31 l37.6 100 
Guanajuato 1~050 21 50 0.0 100 
Hidalgo 5,040 21 240 0.0 100 
Ja1isco 840 21 40 0.0 100 
Nayarit 1 , 365 42 33 7.5 100 
Total MO a) 16,527 168 98 108.7 100 
Arizona Aguasca1ientes 3, 045 63 48 37.9 100 
Chiapas 2, 793 63 44 55.6 100 
Distrito Federal 19 , 691 252 78 104.5 100 lJ1 00 
Durango 3,696 105 35 52.7 100 
Guanajuato 74 , 659 462 162 l38.0 95 
Guerrero 11 , l30 63 177 33.0 100 
Hidalgo 6,300 21 300 0.0 100 
Ja1isco 26,775 84 319 486.4 75 
Michoacan 1 ~ 260 42 30 10.0 100 
More1os 1 , 350 21 64 0.0 100 
Nayarit 23 , 121 84 275 104.2 100 
Pueb1a 18,963 42 452 226.5 50 
San Luis Potosl 4, 284 84 51 42.1 100 
Tamau1ipas 1,260 21 60 0.0 100 
Yucatan 86 , 353 42 2,056 2,016.0 50 
Zacatecas 20 , 265 294 69 51.6 100 
Total MO 304 , 945 1,743 175 463.3 95 
Arkansas Campeche 252 , 000 21 12 , 000 0.0 0 
Distrito Federal 4, 830 42 115 80.0 100 
Guanajuato 8 , 400 63 133 47 , 1 100 
:pueb1a, 7 ,875 21 375 0 , 0 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL }TUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AHOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Arkansas San Luis Potosi 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
Total MO 274 ~785 168 1,636 3,918.6 85 
California Aguasca1ientes 136, 122 1,239 110 102.2 100 
Campeche 61,635 231 267 552.8 91 
Chihuahua 72,555 777 93 97.8 100 
Chiapas 60,554 525 115 212.2 96 
Coahuila 14,196 126 113 159.5 100 
Colima 7 ,980 147 54 21.9 100 
Distrito Federal 2,632 ,655 15, 812 167 900.5 98 
Durango 457,366 2,857 160 689.5 99 
Guanajuato 3,315,398 23,513 141 161.2 99 
Guerrero 342,328 2,121 161 215.9 97 
Hidalgo 77 ,595 420 185 173.0 100 V1 
Ja1isco 385,686 4,932 78 92.1 99 'D 
Estado de Mexico 170,112 1,302 131 119.5 100 
Michoadin 931,434 7 ,961 117 121.0 99 
More1os 221,807 2,121 105 120.9 98 
Nayarit 390,243 4,074 96 107.3 100 
Nuevo Leon 62,790 399 157 120.3 100 
Oaxaca 316,255 1,638 193 448.1 95 
Pueb1a 121,675 1,618 75 84.3 100 
Quintana Roo 1,155 42 28 17 .5 100 
Queretaro 45,305 252 180 150.5 100 
Sinaloa 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
San Luis Potosi 241,752 1,722 140 151.5 99 
Tabasco 2,310 84 28 13.5 100 
Tamau1ipas 38,493 441 87 77 .9 100 
Veracruz 107,,342 1,260 85 136.7 98 
Yucatan 278,099 2,542 109 108.6 100 
Zacatecas 1,092,253 7,813 140 434.9 99 
000 ° b) 77 ,049 630 122 118.5 100 
Total MO 11,666,342 86,610 135 446.7 99 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION A.MOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Co1oraal:o Aguasca1ientes 2 ,184 105 21 11.2 100 
Campeche 1 ,680 42 40 0.0 100 
Chihuahua 4,200 126 33 31.4 100 
Chiapas 6 ,930 189 37 25.3 100 
Coahuila 13,545 126 108 32.4 100 
Distrito Federal 397 , 091 2 , 352 161 504.8 96 
Durango 31 , 311 420 75 48.9 100 
Guanajuato 408 ~ 661 3 , 550 115 123.6 99 
Guerrero 59 , 745 567 105 103.7 96 
Hidalgo 1,680 63 27 12.5 100 
Ja1isco 10 , 353 545 19 25.4 100 
Michoacan 20 , 622 189 109 67.1 100 
More1os 21,504 252 85 60.7 100 
Nayarit 17,304 252 69 42.0 100 0\ 0 
Nuevo Leon 17 , 136 231 74 52.6 100 
Oaxaca 1, 680 63 27 23.6 100 
Pueb1a 25,788 357 72 37.5 100 
Quintana Roo 2. 100 42 50 10.0 100 
Queretaro 13, 713 126 109 78.0 100 
Sinaloa 1, 575 42 38 22.5 100 
San Luis Potosl 125, 727 1, 282 98 157.0 97 
Tabasco 462 21 22 0.0 100 
Tamau1ipas 7, 833 189 41 29 . 0 100 
Veracruz 23 , 243 294 79 54.7 100 
Yucatan 1 , 890 63 30 8.2 100 
Zacatecas 152,334 1 f 805 84 62.9 100 
Total MO 1, 383, 948 13,568 102 231 . 8 99 
Connecticut Aguasca1ientes 12, 726 147 87 50.7 100 
Campeche 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Chihuahua 9, 660 147 66 32.5 100 
Coahuila 1 , 050 21 50 0.0 100 
Distrito Federal 195, 160 1, 701 115 239.4 97 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL :NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Connecticut Durango 43, 764 567 77 61.2 100 
Guanajuato 181,335 1,995 91 74.1 100 
Guerrero 42, 798 462 93 58.5 100 
Hidalgo 2,520 63 40 8.2 100 
Ja1isco 35,364 441 80 74.0 100 
Estado de Mexico 14,133 168 84 67.3 100 
Hichoacan 53,907 714 76 66.9 100 
Hore1os 9,369 147 64 56.4 100 
Nayarit 21,147 420 50 34.0 100 
Nuevo Leon 18,900 126 150 915. 100 
Oaxaca 12,390 147 84 59.7 100 
Pueb1a 1,260 21 60 0.0 100 
Quintana Roo 1,890 21 90 0.0 100 
Queretaro 126 21 6 0.0 100 m I-' 
San Luis Potosl 45,152 525 86 59.2 100 
Tabasco 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Veracruz 9,555 210 46 21.3 100 
Yucatan 29,637 336 88 82.3 100 
Zacatecas 147,546 1,512 98 79.1 100 
Total HO 891,699 9,952 90 118.1 100 
Delaware Distrito Federal 4,200 42 100 0.0 100 
Total HO 4,200 42 100 0.0 100 
Florida Distrito Federal 822,568 693 1, 187 3,422.5 82 
Durango 5,040 21 240 0.0 100 
Guanajuato 40,005 273 147 116.6 100 
Guerrero 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Estado de Mexico 16,236 63 258 171. 7 100 
Hore1os 5,040 84 60 23.5 100 
Oaxaca 3,780 21 180 0.0 100 
Pueb1a 9,345 63 148 107.4 100 
San Luis Potosl 1, 743 63 28 19.3 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Florida Veracruz 3,570 21 l7'0 0 , 0 100 
YucaUin 4 ~ 725 42 H3 87.5 100 
Total MO 923 ~ 811 1 , 449 638 2,426.3 91 
Georgia Distrito Federal 1 ~ 092 21 52 0.0 100 
Guanajuato 5 ,880 63 93 9.4 100 
Zacatercas 8 ~400 21 400 0.0 100 
Total MO 15 7372 105 lLf6 128.0 100 
Hawaii Nayarit 6,762 42 161 151.0 100 
Total MO 6,762 42 161 151.0 100 
Idaho Aguasca1ientes 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
0"1 
Distrito Federal 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 N 
Durango 315 21 15 0.0 100 
Guanajuato 69 ,720 357 195 218.8 94 
Ja1isco 8,400 84 100 0.0 100 
Michoacan 17 , 514 126 139 73.9 100 
More1os 7 , 874 63 125 0.0 100 
Nayarit 336 21 16 0.0 100 
Tamau1ipas 664 42 16 5.8 100 
Veracruz 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 89,401 147 608 309.7 57 
Total MO 204 ,724 924 222 256.2 91 
Illinois Aguasca1ientes 52 ,584 483 109 103.9 100 
Campeche 10,080 168 60 50.0 100 
Chihuahua 59 ,010 441 134 153 . 8 95 
Chiapas 3 ,780 42 90 10.0 100 
Coahuila 10 7563 210 50 47.3 100 
Distrito Federal 2,604,822 7,160 364 4,326.8 96 
Durango 144,858 1,218 119 133.1 98 
Guanajuato 2,208,424 12 ,765 173 243.4 95 
Guerrero 548,921 3,780 145 147.3 96 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REHITTANCES UNDER 500 
Illinois Hidalgo l3 , 440 189 71 ll7.1 100 
Ja1isco 149 . 583 819 183 264.7 90 
Estado de Hexico ll3,572 819 l39 135.9 97 
Michoadin 585,900 2,898 202 317.7 94 
More1os 288,521 2,121 136 132.4 98 
Nayarit 5,565 105 53 47.1 100 
Nuevo Leon 75,537 441 171 363.4 95 
Pueb1a 66,758 630 106 145.1 97 
Quintana Roo 2,919 42 70 45.5 100 
Queretaro 23,835 168 142 181.0 88 
Sinaloa 1,890 21 90 0.0 100 
San Luis Potos.i 322,520 3,193 101 106.7 99 
Tabasco 630 42 15 5.0 100 (J'\ VJ 
Tamau1ipas 60,186 735 82 106.6 100 
T1axca1a 2,306 21 llO 0.0 100 
Veracruz 94,416 819 ll5 124.7 100 
Yucatan 6,195 63 98 67.1 100 
Zacatecas 303,652 2,666 ll4 121.1 99 
000 0 15,960 105 152 60.1 100 
Total MO 8,165,167 42,307 193 1,835.1 96 
Indiana Distrito Federal 47,020 126 373 612.4 83 
Guanajuato 31,185 273 ll4 104.9 100 
Ja1isco 105 21 5 0.0 100 
More1os 1,596 42 38 12.0 100 
Pueb1a 6,573 84 78 16.7 100 
San Luis Potosi: 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Veracruz 63,000 21 3,000 0.0 0 
Zacatecas 28,812 105 274 224.8 80 
Total MO 179,3U 693 259 573 . 4 91 
Iowa Chiapas 20,727 105 197 297.9 80 
Distrito Federal 2,138 126 17 7.1 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Iowa Guanajuato 2,457 63 39 36.5 100 
Ja1isco 2 , 625 21 125 0.0 100 
Tabasco 5,250 21 250 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 5,698 42 136 130.7 100 
Total MO 38,894 378 103 183.7 95 
Kansas Aguasca1ientes 672 63 11 0.9 100 
Chihuahua 12,600 42 300 100.0 100 
Chiapas 420 21 20 0.0 100 
Distrito Federal 42 , 525 252 169 150.5 100 
Durango 1,953 63 31 20.7 100 
Guanajuato 23,836 252 95 93.8 100 
Guerrero 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Ja1isco 441 63 7 2.2 100 (j\ ..,.. 
Nayarit 2,730 21 130 0.0 100 
Pueb1a 11,340 63 180 107.1 100 
San Luis Potosi 15,477 126 123 99.4 100 
Veracruz 8,610 42 205 55.0 100 
Yucatan 399 21 19 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 18,060 42 430 370.0 50 
Total MO 141,162 1 , 092 129 152.2 98 
Kentucky Chihuahua 26,513 42 631 168.7 50 
Distrito Federal 8 ~ 400 21 400 0.0 100 
Guanajuato 27,006 63 429 36.5 100 
Total MO 61,919 126 491 371.7 83 
Louisiana Distrito Federal 59,976 105 571 741.9 60 
Guanajuato 8,414 63 134 84.8 100 
Tamau1ipas 462 21 22 0.0 100 
Total MO 68,852 189 364 602.2 78 
Maryland Chihuahua 1,680 21 80 0 , 0 100 
Distrito Federal 1,511 42 36 10.0 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF S'J:ATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
11ary1and Estado de 11exico 3 , 360 21 160 0.0 100 
Yucatan 1~050 21 50 0.0 100 
Total 110 7 ~ 601 105 72 47.1 100 
11assachusetts Distrito Federal 2~478 42 59 41.0 100 
r Guanajuato 252 21 12 0.0 100 
11ore1os 5 7670 42 135 105.0 100 
Pueb1a 1,785 21 85 0.0 100 
San Luis Potosi 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Yucatan 4,200 42 100 0.0 100 
Total MO 16 ~485 189 87 64.7 100 
Michigan Chihuahua 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 (j\ 
Distrito Federal 62,832 252 249 3ll.1 83 VI 
Durango 1,470 63 23 12.5 100 
Guanajuato 9,555 147 65 65.2 100 
Ja1isco 2,520 21 120 0.0 100 
Michoacan 2,520 42 60 20.0 100 
Pueb1a 2,457 42 59 41.5 100 
San Luis Potosi 14,910 84 178 123.8 100 
Tamau1ipas 630 21 30 0.0 100 
Total MO 98,574 693 142 215.2 94 
Minnesota Aguasca1ientes 33,705 336 100 62.9 100 
Campeche 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Chihuahua 10,794 336 32 28.8 100 
Chiapas 2,163 105 21 ll.8 100 
Coahuila 945 42 23 2.5 100 
Distrito Federal 284 ,515 3,924 73 68.2 100 
Durango 62,223 946 66 45.1 100 
Guanajuato 692,374 7 ,205 96 68.2 100 
Guerrero 148 ,848 1,260 ll8 63.7 100 
Hidalgo 6,216 84 74 14.0 100 
Ja1isco 35,805 1,009 36 53.5 100 
APPENDIX II (conti nued} 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Minnesota Estado de Mexico 30 ~ 324 420 72 41.6 100 
Michoadin 41 ~ 668 462 90 53.2 100 
More1os 37 ,695 399 95 65.8 100 
Nayarit 24 ,276 420 58 45 . 7 100 
Nuevo Leon 46 ,452 546 85 49 . 6 100 
Oaxaca 48,825 420 116 67.9 100 
Pueb1a 33,117 294 113 61.4 100 
Queretaro 25 ,956 315 82 78.4 100 
Sinaloa 2 ,457 63 39 18.5 100 
San Luis Potosi 103 ,799 1 ,281 81 64.8 100 
Tabasco 3,570 42 85 15.0 100 
Tamau1ipas 10 ,920 105 104 125.2 100 
T1axca1a 3,192 21 152 0.0 100 Q'\ Q'\ 
Veracruz 45,423 546 83 68.3 100 
Yucatan 30 ,681 336 91 61.0 100 
Zacatecas 245 ,217 2 ,477 99 68.6 100 
Total MO 2. 012 ,210 23 ,425 86 67.3 100 
Mississippi Durango 4 ,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Total MO 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Missouri Chihuahua 4 ,935 21 235 0.0 100 
Distrito Federal 539 ,913 189 2 ,857 5,002.8 78 
Durango 1 ,260 21 60 0.0 100 
Guanajuato 18 ,249 210 87 112.6 100 
Ja1isco 903 21 43 0.0 100 
Estado de Mexico 420 21 20 0.0 100 
Pueb1a 4 , 725 42 113 12 . 5 100 
Tamau1ipas 1 ,890 21 90 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 1 ,890 42 45 15.0 100 
Total MO 574 ,185 588 977 3 ,118.5 93 
Montana Chihuahua 441 21 21 0.0 100 
Guanajuato 1 ,437 42 34 4.2 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCE UNDER 500 
Montana Oaxaca 3,150 21 150 0.0 100 
Veracruz 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 2,772 21 132 0.0 100 
Total MO 8'010 126 64 55.7 100 
North Carolina Chiapas 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Distrito Federal 16,800 21 800 0.0 0 
San Luis Potosl 8,400 63 133 174.4 100 
Total MO 27,300 105 260 302.2 80 
Nebraska Guanajuato 11, 340 42 270 230.0 100 
More1os 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 6, 300 21 300 0.0 100 (j\ 
-....J 
Total MO 17,850 84 213 200.7 100 
Nevada Chihuahua 630 42 15 5.0 100 
Distrito Federal 4d.68 84 52 23.5 100 
Guanajuato 2,625 84 31 28.8 100 
More1os 769 21 37 0.0 100 
Pueb1a 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
San Luis Potosl 2,520 42 60 10.0 100 
Zacatecas 5,040 42 120 100.0 100 
Total MO 17,632 336 53 50.4 100 
New Jersey Distrito Federal 32,083 294 109 107.3 100 
Durango 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Guanajuato 458 42 11 3.5 100 
Estado de Mexico 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Michoadin 840 21 40 0.0 100 
More1os 11,025 42 263 237.5 100 
Pueb1a 78, 645 273 288 297.3 85 
Queretaro 525 21 25 0.0 100 
San Luis Potosl 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
New Jersey T1axca1a 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Veracruz 2,310 84 28 20.8 100 
Yucatan 3 , 969 63 63 57.3 100 
o 0 0 0 525 21 25 0.0 100 
Total MO 138 , 990 945 147 206.7 95 
New Mexico Chihuahua 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Chiapas 210 21 10 o 0 100 
Distrito Federal 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Durango 11,844 105 113 79.4 100 
Guanajuato 1 , 470 42 35 25.0 100 
Michoacan 1,722 21 82 0.0 100 
More1os 840 21 40 0.0 100 '" 00 
Pueb1a 21 , 000 42 500 300.0 50 
San Luis Potosi: 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Yucatan 105 21 5 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 1,995 42 48 22.5 100 
Total MO 46,536 378 123 178.3 94 
New York Campeche 9,660 84 115 86.2 100 
Chihuahua 11, 760 84 140 135.8 100 
Chiapas 782,145 294 2,660 8 706.2 86 , 
Distrito Federal 1,486,567 4,305 345 1 056.8 88 , 
Durango 177,345 147 1,206 2,773.6 66 
Guanajuato 220,009 1,218 "\ 181 193.1 97 
Guerrero 22, 730 147 155 80.4 100 
Hidalgo 5,040 42 120 80.0 100 
Ja1isco 32,130 294 109 162.0 100 
Estado de Mexico 53, 539 147 364 467.4 86 
Michoacan 39, 165 357 110 121.2 100 
More1os 223, 592 525 426 1,469.1 92 
Oaxaca 105,567 189 559 1 218.8 89 , 
Pueb1a 137, 901 966 143 199.6 96 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
New York Queretaro 20,286 63 322 340.9 67 
San Luis Potosl 34,013 147 231 282.5 86 
Tabasco 1,890 42 45 25.0 100 
Tamau1ipas 25,161 147 171 110.5 100 
T1axca1a 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Veracruz 64,407 399 161 393.5 95 
Yucatan 9,626 210 46 41.8 100 
Zacatecas 64,617 357 181 176.6 94 
a a a a 22,701 21 1,081 0.0 a 
Total MO 3,550,062 10,207 348 1,763.8 92 
Ohio Aguasca1ientes 3,780 21 180 0,0 100 
Distrito Federal 16,716 168 100 154.7 100 (J\ 
Guanajuato 95,760 126 760 348.9 33 I.D 
Guerrero 10,290 42 245 195,0 100 
More1os 21,000 21 1,000 0,0 a 
Pueb1a 2,499 42 60 39.5 100 
San Luis Potosl 14,763 42 352 291.5 50 
Total MO 164,808 462 357 388.6 73 
Oklahoma Chihuahua 630 21 30 0.0 100 
Distrito Federal 55,584 147 378 740.5 86 
Guanajuato 1,512 42 36 14.0 100 
Ja1isco 105 21 5 0.0 100 
Oaxaca 1,680 21 80 0 , 0 100 
San Luis Potosl 4,200 21 200 0.0 100 
Total MO 63,711 273 233 567.1 92 
Oregon Aguasca1ientes 1,890 21 90 0 , 0 100 
Distrito Federal 10,626 126 84 66 . 1 100 
Durango 7,665 42 183 142 , 5 100 
Guanajuato 45,142 294 154 108.2 100 
Guerrero 1,680 21 80 0.0 100 
Estado de Mexico 630 21 30 0.0 100 
""\ 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVJ:ATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER, 500 
Oregon Nayarit 3 , 150 42 75 25.0 100 
Oaxaca 1,297 21 62 0,0 100 
Pueb1a 4,200 42 100 0.0 100 
San Luis Potosl 4,406 42 105 4 , 9 100 
Veracruz 735 21 35 0 , 0 100 
Zacatecas 14,070 189 74 28.7 100 
Total MO 95,491 882 108 85.9 100 
Pennsylvania Distrito Federal 18,893 168 113 116 . 4 100 
Durango 40 , 152 252 159 86.5 100 
Guanajuato 91, 268 504 181 216 , 7 92 
Guerrero 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 ~ 0 
Ja1isco 6,038 42 144 93 , 2 100 
Estado de Mexico 4,071 21 194 0,0 100 
More1os 18,123 105 173 67 . 5 100 
Pueb1a 9,345 63 148 58.1 100 
San Luis Potosl 24,927 126 198 121 , 7 100 
T1axca1a 25,200 21 1,200 0 , 0 a 
Veracruz 7,350 21 350 0 , 0 100 
Zacatecas 10,500 105 100 0 , 0 100 
Total MO 257,967 1,449 178 194 , 9 \ 96 
Rhode Island Guanajuato 7,511 42 179 171.2 100 
Total MO 7,511 42 179 171.2 100 
Tennessee Distrito Federal 2 , 604 21 124 0,0 100 
Tabasco 4,200 63 67 42 , S 100 
Total MO 6,804 84 81 44 . 4 100 
Texas Aguasca1ientes 23 , 142 189 122 180 . 5 89 
Campeche 669,533 63 10,628 4,058.8 0 
Chihuahua 301,122 336 896 3,301 , 0 94 
Chiapas 185 , 955 210 886 2,372 .0 90 
Coahuila 5,355 105 51 18 , 0 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT RE...~ITTANCES UNDER 500 
Texas Distrito Federal 495,987 3,255 152 338.2 94 
Durango 60,679 567 107 148.2 96 
Guanajuato 521,653 4,536 115 120.2 99 
Guerrero 36,582 420 87 72.3 100 
Hidalgo 10,584 63 168 125.5 100 
Ja1isco 33,663 715 47 51.8 100 
Estado de Mexico 34,341 357 96 74.8 100 
Michoadin 35,553 567 63 56.7 100 
More1os 62,708 273 230 435.7 92 
Nayarit 6,720 147 46 18.6 100 
Nuevo Leon 79,191 756 105 192.2 97 
Oaxaca 14,469 210 69 55 . 8 100 
Pueb1a 21,441 210 102 169,9 90 
-...J 
Quintana Roo 630 21 30 0.0 100 f-' 
Queretaro 35,280 147 240 315,9 86 
Sinaloa 2,100 21 100 0 , 0 100 
San Luis Potosi 298,318 2,814 106 84.6 99 
Tamau1ipas 207,438 651 319 1, 403.8 97 
T1axca1a 504 21 24 0.0 100 
Veracruz 656,565 378 1,737 6,612.1 89 
Yucatan 16,800 231 73 36,6 100 
Zacatecas 104,269 1,471 71 82.0 99 
000 a 1,470 42 35 15,0 100 
Total MO 3,922,051 18,775 209 1,314 , 8 97 
Utah Distrito Federal 28,224 21 1,344 0.0 a 
Guanajuato 420 42 10 0 , 0 100 
Hidalgo 1,680 21 80 0,0 100 
San Luis Potosi 3,255 42 78 62.5 100 
Tamau1ipas 252 21 12 0.0 100 
Veracruz 4,095 42 98 12.5 100 
Zacatecas 27,615 84 329 446.6 75 
Total MO 65,541 273 240 423.6 85 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Vermont Distrito Federal 1,344 21 64 0.0 100 
Hidalgo 441 21 21 0.0 100 
Tamau1ipas 420 21 20 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Total MO 4,305 84 51 33.3 100 
Virginia Aguasca1ientes 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Distrito Federal 4,452 63 71 29.2 100 
Durango 14,280 84 170 143.7 100 
Guanajuato 11,256 42 268 23.0 100 
Estado de Mexico 840 21 40 0.0 100 
Michoadin 5,250 21 250 0,0 100 
Zacatecas 420 21 20 0.0 100 '-l N 
Total MO 36,708 273 135 120.9 100 
1.Jashington Campeche 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Chiapas 10,584 42 252 227.0 100 
Distrito Federal 26,975 315 86 134.6 93 
Durango 3,672 42 87 67.4 100 
Guanajuato 106, 092 672 158 186.2 94 
Guerrero 10, 500 42 250 0.0 100 
Ja1isco 2,940 42 70 30 , 0 100 
Estado de Mexico 4,200 21 200 0,0 100 
More1os 4, 047 t.2 96 16.4 100 
Nayarit 672 21 32 0,0 100 
Nuevo Leon 210 21 10 0.0 100 
Pueb1a 6,300 42 150 75 . 0 100 
Queretaro 2, 100 21 100 0.0 100 
T1axca1a 3, 276 21 156 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 59,745 147 406 815.9 86 
Total MO 242,362 1~ 512 160 307,3 94 
Wisconsin Chiapas 420,000 21 20,, 000 0 ,0 0 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF STATE OF TOTAL NUMBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
Wisconsin Distrito Federal 52, 238 147 355 760.8 86 
Guanajuato 53, 760 231 233 148.8 100 
Guerrero 29,484 63 468 555.8 67 
Michoacan 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Nuevo Leon 1,050 21 50 0.0 100 
Tamau1ipas 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
T1axca1a 3,360 21 160 0.0 100 
Zacatecas 6,825 63 108 1l.8 100 
Total MO 569,867 609 936 3,629.6 90 
Virginia (UP) Distrito Federal 483 42 12 5.3 100 
Total UP 483 42 12 5.3 100 
? ? ? ? c) Aguasca1ientes 78,645 588 134 98.5 100 -...J 
Baja California Norte 4,305 63 68 23.2 100 w 
Campeche 2,730 84 33 14.8 100 
Chihuahua 97.104 1,176 83 68.5 100 
Chiapas 6,468 168 39 23.5 100 
Coahuila 7,014 231 30 26.7 100 
Colima 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Distrito Federal 1,038,399 10,210 102 157.6 100 
Durango 144,098 1,911 75 60.2 100 
Guanajuato 1,958,250 16, 553 118 89.7 100 
Guerrero 332,238 2,478 134 89.0 100 
Hidalgo 62, 118 420 148 98.8 100 
Ja1isco 142, 355 2,393 60 67.9 100 
Estado de Mexico 66 , 864 630 106 79.2 100 
Michoacan 360,486 3, 004 120 96.4 100 
More1os 143,409 1 ~ 407 102 82.3 100 
Nayarit 107,520 1,639 66 47.5 100 
Nuevo Leon 27,510 483 57 47.4 100 
Oaxaca 117,579 945 124 92.6 100 
Pueb1a 89,078 1,050 85 76.5 100 
Queretaro 13,755 126 109 75.9 100 
APPENDIX II (continued) 
STATE OF TOTAL NUHBER AVERAGE DEVIATION PERCENT 
ORIGIN DESTINATION AMOUNT REMITTANCES UNDER 500 
? ? ? ? c) San Luis Potosi 550,702 4 , 601 120 92.2 100 
Tabasco 10,080 105 96 94.1 100 
Tamau1ipas 36,950 546 88 81.6 100 
Veracruz 126,483 1,364 93 75.5 100 
Yucatan 101,493 1,050 97 82.4 100 
Zacatecas 597,986 5,563 108 85.7 100 
000 0 24,276 420 58 56.9 100 
Total UP 6,249,994 59,242 106 102.8 100 
o 0 0 0 Chihuahua 2,100 21 100 0.0 100 
Colima 21,840 168 130 86.3 100 
Distrito Federal 460,755 1,638 281 1,358.9 95 
Durango 4,649 84 67 35.9 100 
Guanajuato 207,692 1,533 136 198.7 97 -..J .po. 
Guerrero 7,875 84 94 85.8 100 
Hidalgo 11,970 84 143 125.0 100 
Ja1isco 253,218 1,638 155 164.1 97 
Estado de Mexico 3,948 63 63 14.3 100 
Michoacan 219,807 2,268 97 121.2 99 
More1os 3,990 42 95 45.0 100 
Nayarit 10,605 231 46 57,7 100 
Nuevo Leon 5,670 147 39 28.0 100 
Pueb1a 13,020 147 89 27.5 100 
San Luis Potosi 20,937 210 100 62.4 100 
Tamau1ipas 1,680 21 80 0 , 0 100 
Veracruz 31,815 231 138 144.6 91 
Yucatan 4,410 63 70 21.6 100 
Zacatecas 22,260 252 88 58.6 100 
000 0 32,550 357 91 41.9 100 
Total MO 1,341,790 9,279 145 588.9 98 
TOTAL 43,897,472 289, 944 151 942 , 0 98 
a) Total MO: Tota~ Money Orders 
b) o 0 0 0 : . Money Orders, Origin and Des t ination Unknown 
c) ? ? ? ? : Postal Money Orders 
